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RECOGNITION OF REPRESENTATIVES OF FEDERAL EM- 
PLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS IN GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES 


TUESDAY, AUGUST 14, 1951 


House or Representarives, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON Post Orrice AND Civit SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m.. Hon. Frank M. Karsten (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Mr. Karsren. The committee will please be in order. At the last 
meeting of the full Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, a sub- 
committee consisting of Representative Rhodes, Representative 
Lesinski, Representative Withrow, Representative Gross, and myself 
Was appointed for the consideration of the two bills, H. R. 554 and 
H. R. 571. These bills amend section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912. 
If there is no objection, I shall have both bills inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The bills referred to are as follows:) 


H. R. 554, 82d Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend section 6 of the Act of August 24, 1912, as amended, with respect to 
the recognition of organizations of postal and Federal employees 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the l nited States 
of America in Congress asscmbled, That section 6 of the Act of August 24, 1912 
(U.S. C., 1946 edition, title 5, sec, G52), as amended, is hereby amended by adding 
an new subsection to read as follows: 

“(e) (1) The right of officers or representatives of national organizations 
representing a majority of the employees of a department or ageney or subdivi 
sion of such department or agency, to present grievances in behalf of their mem 
bers without restraint, coercion, interference, intimidation, or reprisal is recog 
nized and any violation of such right on the part of an administrative official 
shall be cause for his suspension er removal or such other punitive action as the 
head of the department er agency may deem advisable, 

“(2) Administrative officers shall at the request of officers or representatives 
of the employees organizations enumerated in section (e) (1) of this Act confer, 
either in person or through duly designated representatives, with such officers 
or represeltatives on matters of policy affecting working conditions, safety, in- 
service training, labor-management cooperation, methods of adjusting grievances, 
appeals, granting of leave, promotions, demotions, rates of pay, and reduction in 
force, and shall recognize the right of such officers or representative to solicit 
membership, collect fees or dues, or carry on any other lawful activity, without 
intimidation, coercion, interference, or reprisal.” 


{H. R. 571, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To amend section 6 of the Act of August 24, 1912. as amended, with respect to the 
recognition of organizations of postal and Federal employees 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 6 of the Act of August 24, 1912 
(U.S. C., 1946 edition, title 5, sec. 652), as amended, is hereby amended by adding 
a new subsection to read as follows: 


1 
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“(e) (1) The right of officers or representatives of national organizations 
representing a majority of the employees of a department or agency or subdivision 
of such department or agency, to present grievances in behalf of their members 
without restraint, coercion, interference, intimidation, or reprisal is recognized 
and any violation of such right on the part of an administrative official shall be 
cause for his suspension or removal or such other punitive action as the head of 
the department or agency may deem advisable. 

“(2) Administrative officers shall at the request of officers or representatives 
of the employees organizations enumerated in section (e) (1) of this Act, con- 
fer, either in person or through duly designated representatives, with such 
officers or representatives on matters of policy affecting working conditions, 
safety, in-service training labor-management cooperation, methods of adjusting 
grievances, appeals, granting of leave, promotions, demotions, rates of pay, and 
reduction in force, and shall recognize the right of such officers or representatives 
to solicit membership, collect fees or dues, or carry on any other lawful activity, 
without intimidation, coercion, interference, or reprisal.” 

Mr. Karsten. On behalf of the full committee, the chairman has 
requested reports from various Government agencies; the Bureau of 
the Budget, the Post Office Department, the Civil Service Commission, 
and the Department of Defense. These reports have not as yet been 
received, but the subcommittee is proceeding with hearings this morn- 
ing. We plan this morning to hear representatives of the employee 
organizations. We are pressed for time and I am going to ask that 
the statements be made as brief as possible. But, I do not want to 
shut anyone off. 

We should like to begin by hearing Mr. William Doherty, president 
of the National Association of Letter Carriers. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM DOHERTY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSO- 
CIATION OF LETTER CARRIERS; ACCOMPANIED BY D. R. SULLI- 
VAN, VICE PRESIDENT; JEROME KEATING, SECRETARY; AND 
R. B. KREMERS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 


Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Doherty ? 

Mr. Donerry. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Karsten. Would you like to read the statement / 

Mr. Dourerry. I should prefer to, because it is brief and to the point 
and this is one of the most important bills that will come before the 
Congress, in the opinion of the National Association of Letter Car- 
riers. 

Mr. Karsten. We should be happy to hear you, Mr. Doherty. 

Mr. Donerry. For the record, my name is William C. Doherty. 
1 am president of the National Association of Letter Carriers which 
represents more than 100,000 city, rural, and village-delivery letter 
carriers throughout the United States, Puerto Rico, and the Hawaiian 
Islands. 

I am accompanied here this morning by our vice president, Daniel 
R. Sullivan, who has been a letter carrier working out of the San Fran- 
cisco, Calif., post office for the past 45 years; our national secretary, 
Jerome J. Keating, who has been a letter carrier in the Minneapolis, 
Minn., oflice for the past 27 years; and our assistant secretary, Reuben 
B. Kremers, who is from Seattle, Wash., where he has been a letter 
‘arrier for the past 31 years. I, myself, have been on the rolls of the 

‘incinnati, Ohio, past office as a letter carrier for the past 28 years. 
Thus, between us, we represent approximately 131 years of service as 
letter carriers. I feel that we have considerable background in the 
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postal service and that our combined experience gives us some degree 
of authority to talk about postal matters. We feel particularly qual- 
ified to speak about the bills before this distinguished subcommittee 
which are measures to recognize employee organizations. 

We are very happy to place the endorsement of our organization on 
Congressman Rhodes’ bill, H. R. 554, as well as the measure introduced 
by Congressman Withrow, of Wisconsin, H. R. 571. 

In the light of events that have transpired during the past several 
years, particularly in the postal service, | can think of no greater need 
in our particular field, outside of a pay increase, than legislation that 
would recognize employee organizations. We earnestly hope that 
Congress will give employees a voice in policy changes that affect their 
working conditions, their health, their wages, and all the other aspects 
that go into the day to day job of Government employment. 

We are gratified to note that the bills before you would grant this 
recognition with an accompanying obligation for management to do 
so without restraint, coercion, interference, intimidation, or reprisal. 
For the past year and longer there has been a vicious wave of coercion 
and intimidation going on in the Post Office Department directed 
toward the employees. Employees who have the temerity, if you 
please, to speak out against poor working conditions, poor postal serv- 
ice, and reprehensible management policies are summarily charged 
with bad faith, disloyalty to the person of the Postmaster General, and 
a whole host of other equally asinine, trumped-up charges. This is 
neither the time nor the place to go into that subject. It is, however, a 
condition that points up the urgent need for legislation that will give 
the employee a better break than he is now getting under a system 
whereby the Postmaster General, through his inspection service, is 
at one and the same time the accuser, prosecutor, judge, and jury. The 
legislation before you would prevent the system of thought con- 
trol that is being pursued by the present postal administration. 
There is no place in America for that sort of thing. And thank God 
for that. 

Basically these bills would do more than officially establish and 
recognize Government employee organizations in Government. They 
would also effect a long-felt need of the employees by establishing a 
labor-management relationship between Government and employee 
groups. 

Government has given a helping hand to labor-management com- 
mittees in private industry but for the most part has not applied 
the lessons thus derived to its own household. As a result of this fail- 
ure to follow its own leadership, management and labor, as well as the 
public interest, has suffered. Government cost today is the highest 
in our Nation’s history; personnel turn-over has reached catastrophic 
proportions. 

The same things accomplished for private industry through labor- 
management councils can be done for Government. Progressive man- 
agement in the commercial world long ago realized that complex rela- 
tionships among the various levels of management and labor were 
quickly and economically settled across a conference table. Govern- 
ment at times seems unaware or reluctant to admit that teamwork 
pays dividends. Yet paradoxically it encourages and even insists on 
arbitration between labor and management outside Government. 
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Employees in the Federal structure have obligations and duties, as 
well as interests and claims in no less a degree than workers in private 
industry. It has been demonstrated in private industry that policies 
from the top level are more readily assimilated and followed by em- 
ployees when they understand them, and after they have had an 
opportunity to eliminate potential grievances. The same should hold 
true for Government. Under the systeni now in vogue in most Fed- 
eral agencies, adjustment of grievances—real or fancied—are at- 
tempted only after the fact. A real labor-management program would 
insure a positive approach by eliminating potential friction. 

There is nothing radical or even new in the thought behind H. R. 
5D4. Except that it would obligate department and ageney heads to 
follow methods and procedures already adopted with outstanding 
success by private industry. Admittedly that would be quite an effort 
in some Federal agencies. ‘The Post Office Department, for example, 
probably would rather cave in at its foundations than admit that 
cooperation, not antagonism, is the key to good service, low-operating 
costs, and high employee morale. 

As a matter of fact, the Post Office Department would be the ideal 
agency to use as a test tube for the program contemplated in H. R. 
54. With considerable justification the postal service under the 
present administration has been accused of being “the least efficiently 
operated department in the entire Government.” More than 900 
pages of detailed instructions go to make up a maze of outmoded laws, 
regulations, and traditions. Prior to the April 17, 1950, curtail- 
ment of mail, the Hoover Commission summed up the philosophy of 
postal management as “sluggish, irresolute, and wasteful, rather than 
imaginative, decisive, and cost conscious.” That damaging indict- 
ment has been compounded in all its implications since the curtail- 
ment of mail and elimination of certain postal functions. 

The chaos, confusion, waste, and hardship following the curtail- 
ment of mail, directed by the Postmaster General in April 1950, is 
an outstanding example of what could have been prevented by a real, 
honest-to-goodness labor-management relationship bet ween the agency 
and the employees. In this instance not only did the service itself 
suffer, as did the employees, but the invisible partner in every labor- 
management relationship—the public—likewise suffered tremendous 
inconvenience, as well as unaccountable financial losses, The Post- 
master General consulted neither Congress, the mail users, nor the 
employees before issuing his hasty, ill-advised curtailment order, 
As a result there has been resentment from all elements concerned, 
and rightfully so, in our estimation. 

Years ago the late Mr. Justice Brandeis stated that employee ef- 
ficiency depended upon consent. You cannot legislate efficiency any 
more than you can legislate goodness or morality. No intelligent pri- 
vate management would inflict radical changes in working conditions, 
hours of employment, and other conditions of employee welfare on 
his workers without advising his employees in advance. It is not our 
thought that a labor-management program should dictate policy, but 
it has been proved time after time in private enterprise that em- 
ployees respond more willingly and more intelligently to a radical 
change in their employment when they understand what manage- 
ment is attempting to do and they are told precisely how it will affect 
their employment, their economic status, and their health. 
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The Post Office took unilateral action in the matter of the curtail- 
ment of mail. That it has se a colossal failure and a costly venture 
to the taxpayers, as well as a terrific hardship on the employee, is 
easily understood. 

Today as never before there is a real need to pump life and instill 
progressive thinking in the postal service. Right now it stands at 
low ebb in efficiency, employee morale, and public opinion. A genuine 
attitude of trusteeship would automatically meet this challenge. The 
present postal administration, however, is content to busy itself at- 
tempting to shift the blame to Congress, mail-users, and the employees. 

There is another logical reason to support the need for a labor- 
management program in the postal service. The fact that key posi- 
tions in the Department, as well as postmasters at all first- second- 
and third-class offices, are regularly filled from time to time by appoint- 
ment creates a hardship on employees. This lack of continuity mm 
management leaves employees defenseless and at the mercy of the 
incoming regime with respect tO management and personne] polici les, 
Proved procedures and mutually satisfactory personnel relationships 
are too often swept aside with each change of top level or local com- 
mand. A labor-management set-up would guarantee a continuity 
of time-tested personnel policies, regardless of the turn-over at the 
administrative or postmaster level. 

There have been half-way and piecemeal Paty in the past to 
accomplish some of the things that flow freely from labor-manage- 
ment councils. For example, Public Law 600, approved August 2, 
1946, authorized awards to emplovees for ideas and suggestions to 
improve Government operation. The establishment of the system 
itself dates back to 1943. In the postal service this program does 
not admit rank and file representation on the panel designated to 
judge suggestions. For this and possibly other reasons the system 
has proved to be a dud in the Post Office Department. Without repre- 
sentation there is less incentive for rank and file employees to partici- 
pate. Congress has sharply criticized the present postal administra- 
tion for the relatively poor record of the service in this suggestion 
program. It is not likely there will be any noticeable improvement 
until emplovees are made to feel they are part of the team, not merely 
a minor COg in the wheel. 

On the other hand, it is significant that the agencies with the best 
record along these lines are those with employee representation on 
committees functioning on an advisory basis, variously known by an 
assortment of titles. Basically this representation constitutes a phase 
of labor-management relationship. 

Within the last month the Post Office Department has announced an 
experiment in collecting and delivering mail. It is proposed to equip 
letter carriers with scooters or motor bikes of various designs to be used 
in the collection and delivery of mail. This represents a very radical 
change in Jetter-carrier employment. It also carries with it a very 
significant possibility that the safety and health of the letter carrier 
will be affected. To my best knowledge, there has been very little 
consultation by the Department with respect to this innovation, except 
perhaps with the people selling this equipment to the Government. 
Certainly the organization that represents the men who will be forced 
to use these contraptions has not been consulted. The men themselves 
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have not been consulted. While I cannot speak for the Congress, I 
doubt very seriously if it has been consulted. 

Earlier in my statement I mentioned in passing that the speaker and 
his colleagues sitting at this table represent more than 151 years of 
postal service, which is to say 131 years experience in delivering mail. 
Simple honesty compels us to state that we could give helpful sug- 
gestions to this new program. As matters now stand, we are receiving 
complaints from the men who have been assigned to this scooter ex- 
periment. They are not questioning the merit or the wisdom of in- 
augurating a change in the postal service; rather, they are telling us 
of the defects in the equipment. They are suggesting improvements 
in the manner in which the routes are being assigned and so forth. 
They are concerned with their own safety in operating these light 
scooters in heavy traflic. There are complaints about employees being 
obliged to pay for a license to operate the equipment. 

In other words, the Department simply dropped the entire experi- 
ment in the laps of the employees. Later on, after letter carriers 
are maimed, and even killed, their widows and children will have the 
cold consolation of getting a “so sorry” note from the Department. 
We are all for taking the weight off the backs and legs of our letter 
carriers, but we do net propose to have the legs of our people taken 
off in the process. The experience of the employes thus far might 
well be applied to the program with an accompanying savings to 
the taxpayers of this Nation. Certainly the morale of the employees 
could be much greater if they were given an opportunity to understand 
what is behind the program and what they could do to make it a 
success. 

From a safety standpoint, it does not appear as if this association 
will be able to accept the type of equipment proposed by the Post 
Office Department in this scooter experiment. However, because we 
have no entree for our suggestions or thoughts to the Department, they 
will have to be made after the grievance has arisen, whereas a labor- 
management program would have ironed out these potential griev- 
ances before the fact. 

There are dozens of other examples we could point wherein the 
employees have been bypassed in matters which affect their health and 
welfare. It is little wonder that the Post Office Department has made 
little headway during the past few years in improving the service. 
Indeed, it has degenerated month by month, and year by year. A 
good portion of this degeneration can be attributed to the fact that 
the present postal administration prefers to conduct the operations of 
the Department from an ivory tower without reference to Congress, 
the mail-users, or the employees. This has proved a very costly ven- 
ture and it will not improve until Congress passes legislation that will 
give people who have honest opinions and constructive criticism to 
make an opportunity to give voice to their position, 

I might say in closing that the Hoover Commission suggested the 
establishment of an advisory committee to assist in the management 
of the postal service. That Board was proposed in February 1950 
and confirmed by the Senate just about a year ago. In March of this 
year the Postmaster General lamely announced that up to that time 
this Citizens’ Advisory Board had held but one meeting. Signifi- 
cantly enough, there is no employee representation on this Advisory 
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Board, although the original recommendation specifically stipulated 
that “different elements of the public” would be represented. 

This committee can do a real service not only to the employees, but 
to the people who use the postal service by reporting H. R. 554 or 
H. R. 571. 

We appreciate the courtesy extended us to appear here this morn- 
ing and we sincerely hope you will favorably report out a bill that 
will direct the recognition of bona fide employee organizations. 

Mr. Karsten. Are there any questions by members of the commit- 
tee? Do you have any questions, Mr. Lesinski ? 

Mr. Lesinsxt. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Doherty has made a very fine 
statement. With reference to this scooter idea, I see no significance 
in that. Ido not see how it would help in the distribution of mail in 
congested areas, 

Mr. Dourerry. Congressman Lesinski, just imagine, if you will, a 
letter carrier on a scooter bike going down Cadillac Square in mid- 
January or February, in Detroit. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. I was thinking of that. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Withrow, have you any questions? 

Mr, Wrrnrow. Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment. Mr. Doherty 
on his very fine statement. I think the record should disclose that 
these two measures that you have endorsed, Mr. Doherty, do not, either 
one of them, give the right to the employees to strike, so that situation 
remains exactly as it is. 

Mr. Douerry. That is a positive statement, Mr. Withrow, and the 
representatives of the National Association of Letter Carriers and I 
am quite confident the representatives of all the other organizations 
here will make similar statements, that we are not asking the right to 
strike. We knew full well, when we entered the Government, we took 
an oath to uphold the Government, and we are all loyal American 
citizens; I can assure you of that. 

Mr. Karsren. Mr. Rhodes, have you any questions? 

Mr. Ruopes. I have no questions. I just want to add my comment, 
that I think Mr. Doherty’s was a very fine statement. 

Mr. Karsren. Mr. Doherty, I have two questions I should like to 
ask. You say in your statement: 

In the light of events that have transpired during the past several years, par- 
ticularly in the postal service, I can think of no greater need in our particular 
field, outside of a pay increase, than legislation that would recognize employee 
organizations. 

Does not the Department recognize them now? I was under the 
impression that they did. 

Mr. Douerry. Well, we have a sort of a pseudo-recognition, Mr. 
Chairman. You can go into the Post Office Department at any time, 
with your hat in hand, of course, and usually come out with an empty 
hat and empty hands. You can go in and bid them the time of the 
day and put forth your grievances, but that is where it ends. Seldom 
are they adjudicated to the satisfaction of the employees. There is 
no labor-management program in the postal service, none whatsoever. 

Mr. Karsten. Would this bill grant you rights to go in on a more 
equal footing ¢ 

Mr. Donerry. I am confident, if the bill is enacted into law, that 
the mandate given to the departmental leaders would mean that em- 
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ployee representatives would have a right by law to sit around a con- 
ference table, such as this and take up all matters of mutual interest. 
As it now stands, after the orders have been issued, such as the ob- 
noxious order of April 17, 1950, the curtailment order, then we find 
out about them and then we are supposed to come back and put the 
pieces together. We had no warning before the issuance of that or- 
der, nor have we had any notification of any kind since the issuance 
of the order. It was a bombshell on the heads of the employees in 
the letter-carrier service. 

Mr. Karsren. You believe that affirmative action at the outset would 
prevent many such situations from arising? 

Mr. Donerry. Certainly. That has been proven, Congressman 
Karsten, in outside industry, when you sit around a conference table 
and thrash out grievances and policies. We want a part in shaping 
the policy of the Post Office Department. 

Mr. Karsren. I have one further question in reference to the 
Hoover Commission which you mention at the conclusion of your 
statement. Did they advocate a proposal such as this or something 
along this line? I am not familiar with their recommendation in 
that connection. 

Mr. Donerry. They have advocated that there be a better under- 
standing between the officials and the employees in the postal service. 

Mr. Karsren. They have recognized the problem that you have 
presented this morning ? 

Mr. Dourrry. Definitely so. 

Mr. Wrrnrow. They have an advisory board now, do they not / 

Mr. Douerry. But it is inoperative. 

Mr. Wrirnrow. Because the employees have no representation on 
that board, so they cannot advise as to the practicability of any of 
these schemes, such as the scooter proposition; is not that so? 

Mr. Donerry. That is so. In fact, the Postmaster General told 
the Miami convention in 1948—the convention of the National Asso- 
ciation of Letter Carriers—that there would be no such things as 
scooter bikes in the postal service so long as he was Postmaster Gen- 
eral; but in the vear 1951 we find them in operation. That is not 
hearsay. That is the printed record. 

Mr. Ruopres. How widespread is that operation / 

Mr. Douerry. It is still in the experimental stage. I do not have 
the exact figures, but it is enough to cause a nuisance. In addition to 
the scooter bikes, we also have three-wheel bicycles in operation in 
many places throughout the country. 

Mr. Kearine. We have about 100 scooters in 5 or 6 cities. 

Mr. Kremers. They are being put in operation in Washington at 
the Takoma station. 

Mr. Karsren. The motor scooter is being tested here in Wash- 
ington 4 

Mr. Kremers. It is being used in about 10 of the larger cities. 
They are being experimented with. As a matter of fact, yesterday 
we received a call from one of the carriers who was to take his driver's 
test this morning at the Bureau of Operations here in Washington. 
Ile holds a Maryland driver's license presently. Tlowever, to operate 
this scooter in the District, they say he must obtain a driver’s permit 
from the District plus a chauffeur’s license, which will cost him $4, 
in order to be able to operate the scooter. 
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Mr. Karsren. He has to pay for the license himself ¢ 

Mr. Kremers. That is true. 

Mr. Karsren. That is similar to the bonding procedure in the Post 
Office Department, under which employees are required to pay for 
their bonds / 

Mr. Kearinc. They have various makes of scooters. They have 
some in operation in Milwaukee. They have different types, some of 
them of American make and some of British make. 

Mr. Ruopes. Did you say that there were some deaths of employ- 
ees Who were operating these scooter bikes 

Mr. Krarine. No: there have not been any, but there can be. ‘They 
are extremely dangerous. If you are in an automobile and have an 
accident, you may lose a fender. But if you are driving a scooter, 
you are going to lose your leg instead of losing a fender. Of course, 
the motore vele and the scooter are teen-age vehicles, and to ask ¢ 
man who has never operated one and is up in years to operate one, 
does not appear to be very good judgment. 

Mr. Ruopes. I certainly believe that is something which should be 
taken into consideration and discussed with the employees before it 
is put intooperation., I think your point is well taken. 

Mr. Keating. Some of these machines are not even properly con- 
structed. There is no protection for the mail. They are unhandy. 
Also they are attempting to use pushcarts such as they have in grocery 
stores. If they had consulted anybody, some of those difficulties 
would have been pointed out. But, as Mr. Doherty has so well stated. 
they consulted ial the manufacturer of the equipment. 

Mr. Donerry. It might be well to point out at this juncture that 
up until now there has been no determination as to responsibility in 
the event that the scooter bike is missing while the carrier is inside 
making a delivery. Our opinion is that, as always, it will be deter- 
mined on the basis of being without cost to the Department and the 
employee will be held responsible in the case of the loss of his scooter 
bike. They will say that it is his responsibility, even though the 
scooter bike is out there at the curbstone. That, of course, is a hazard, 
too. Mr. Sullivan, did you have something you wanted to say ¢ 

Mr. Sunzivan. | was going to say that they are also experimenting 
with so-called pushearts. If we had been permitted to discuss that 
with them before the fact, we could have pomted out that they would 
be practically useless in a great many of the carrier routes in cities 
like San Francisco, which is my home city, or Seattle, where they 
have such hilly streets; also a city like Pitts ‘-burgh—any of the hilly 
cities of the country. 

Mr. Karsren. How do they select men to use these motor bikes? Is 
that on a voluntary basis or is the employee told that he is going to 
have to operate one ¢ 

Mr. Keating. They follow the volunteer system pretty much al- 
though from some pl: wes we have had questions by individuals as to 
whether they would be compelled to ride them. I do not know that 
the Department has issued any specific orders on that, but the post- 
Inasters some time ago gave the man opportunity to volunteer. 

Mr. Karsten. It is on a voluntary basis at the local level. Is there 
anvthing further, gentlemen é 
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Mr. Douerty. The record should show that if they do not get the 
volunteers, which frequently happens, then it is a matter of compul- 
sion; the man has to drive one against his wishes. 

Mr. Karsten. Are there any further questions? If not, we thank 
you very much for your splendid contribution this morning, Mr. 
Doherty. 

Mr. Donerry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, 

Mr. Karsten. I should like next to call Mr. E. C. Hallbeck, legis- 
lative representative, National Federation of Post Office Clerks. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. HALLBECK, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF POST OFFICE CLERKS 


Mr. Hauiseck. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee ; 
by way of identification my name is E, C. Hallbeck. I am appearing 
as the legislative representative of the National Federation of Post 
Office Clerks which organization has its offices at 71) Fourteenth 
Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

The bill under consideration, H. R. 554, by Congressman Rhodes, 
and the companion measure, H. R. 571, by Congressman Withrow, 
have for their purpose amendment of the Lloyd-La Follette Act, de- 
scribed as the act of August 24, 1912, so as to provide statutory recog- 
nition of organizations of postal and Federal employees. the act 
which it is proposed to amend is itself a landmark in the field of em- 
ployee-management relations insofar as the Federal Government is 
concerned, 

That act established the right of postal employees to join unions or 
organizations of their own choosing, provided such organizations do 
not impose upon them an obligation or duty to engage in a strike 
against the United States—I think that is important; it points up 
exactly what Congressman Withrow brought to our attent’on just a 
few moment ago. And it further established the rights of all— 
persons employed in the civil service of the Unite! States, either individually 
or collectively, to petition Congress, or any Member therof, or to furnish infor- 
mation to either House of Congress, or to any committee or member there- 
of, Bo a as 
It may seem strange, since the latter rights are guaranteed to all citi- 
zens under the first amendment to the Constitution, that legislation of 
that nature should ever have been necessary. The necessity was 
brought about by Executive orders of President Theodore Roosevelt, 
and his successor, William Howard Taft, which forbade employees, 
under penalty of dismissal, from furnishing information to the Con- 
gress even when under subpena. Happily, conditions at the present 
time are not that bad. 

While the act of 1912 marked the beginning of a new era in the 
relations between the Federal Government and its employees, there 
were a great many things that it did not do and which are today ac- 
cepted as sound, reasonable principles of labor management. 

Government employee organizations today have no rights which 
the heads of departments or agencies are bound to recognize. ‘Their 
ability to represent their members is based entirely on sufferance as 
distinguished from a right. That is not true in private employment 
as the members of this subcommittee well know. 
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The bill under consideration does no more than extend to the 
employees of the Federal Government the same rights and privileges 
which the Federal Government insists private employers must extend 
to their employees. It is as simple as that. We feel that it is high 
time that the Federal Government practice what it preaches. If 
modern labor-management practices are good for private industry and 
the employees of private industry, they will be good for the Federal 
Government and the employees of that Government as well. 

Enactment of the bill H. R. 554 would do these things: 

1. Assure to employees, through their organizations, the right to 
present grievances without fear of restraint, coercion, interference, 
intimidation, or reprisal. 

2. Assure to employees, through their organizations, the right to 
confer with management on matters vitally affecting the health and 
welfare of the employees. 

3. Assure to employees the right to solicit membership in organ- 
izations of their own choosing, and the right to collect fees or dues 
and carry on lawful activities without the fear or threat of intimida- 
tion, coercion, interference or reprisal. 

Are any of these things destructive of good management or of the 
sound administration of any Government department or agency? 
Are any of these things contrary to policies heretofore established by 
the Congress for the employees of private industry / 

When similar legislation was considered during the Eighty-first 
Congress, the Postmaster General under date of July 19, 1949, in a 
letter to Chairman Murray stated: 

The present detailed instructions relating to the presentation of grievances, 

based on an order of the Postmaster General, provide an orderly procedure for 
any employee to present a grievance covering any situation. 
‘The regulations referred to provide that an employee who feels him- 
self aggrieved has certain rights of appeal—tirst, to his immediate 
supervisor, then to the supervisor next in line of authority and the 
official in charge of the unit, the Postmaster. 

They provide further that— 
when in the employee's opinion a grievance has not been satisfactorily adjusted 
by the official in charge of the unit, an appeal may be made in writing to the 
proper bureau head in the Post Office Department within 30 days from the 
date of the decision, or if no decision is rendered within 30 days from the date 
such decision is due, the employee may request the unit head to refer the matter 
to the bureau head for review. 

The regulations provide further: 

(g) Upon receipt of an appeal from or a request to review the decision of the 
official in charge of the unit, the bureau head will arrange for a complete review 
of the facts and set a date for a hearing, if such is desired. 

In many instances where such hearings have been requested they 
have not been granted—despite the fact that the regulation itself pro- 
vides that when, in an employee’s opinion, a grievance has not been 
satisfactorily adjusted, the bureau head will arrange for a hearing. 

In many instances where such hearings have been requested they 
have not been granted and the employee is advised that the decision 
of the postmaster has been sustained. This action precludes the pos- 
sibility of an employee presenting his side of the case and the De- 
partment in making its decision is forced to rule almost entirely on 
the evidence presented by the postmaster. 
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These appeals to the bureau heads are important because at the 
lower levels the hearings are conducted before review boards which 
in most instances consist of supervisors selected by the postmaster, 
while at the higher levels, in the hearing before the bureau head, when 
hearings are granted, they are conducted before appeals boards which 
include a representative of the employees. In other words, what is 
actually happening is that you are given a hearing where you are 
not represented and despite the regulation itself, you are not given 
a hearing where the employee may be represented. 

The letter of the Postmaster General further stated : 

National officers of employee organizations are provided opportunities of 

conferring With administrative officers on all matters of policy affecting em- 
ployvees. 
That statement is true so far as it goes. In actual practice, however, it 
often amounts only to the opportunity of lodging a protest after the 
fact. It is like allowing a man who has been hanged a trial by jury. 
It may satisfy judicial processes but seldom does very much good. 
As a case in point, just last week we received a decision covering a 
grievance in the city of Madison, Wis. The grievance resulted from 
the assignment of employees to preferred tours of duty to which they 
were not entitled by reason of seniority and the postmaster had ap- 
parently failed completely to abide by the regulations of the Depart- 
ment in this respect. The reply of the Department is as follows: 

It is the Department's view that the postmaster, who is held responsible for 
the proper conduct of his office, is in a position to observe his employees and 
determine which employee is best suited for any particular assignment. The 
postmaster has been advised that if he considers George T. Flad and John J. 
Tormey to be the senior qualified eniployvees on their assignments, he should fur- 
nish any senior employee making inquiry with his reasons for passing over him 
in Inaking the assignments. 

Please note that there is no claim made that the postmaster abided 
by the regulations, nor is there any attempt made to justify his failure 
todoso. Instead we are advised in effect that whenever a postmaster 
chooses to disregard regulations his decision will be upheld by the 
Department. Under such circumstances, how much value is there to 
the opportunity of conferring with administrative officers’ While 
the bill now before the committee would not force administrative offi- 
cers to abide even by their own regulations, the fact that the Congress 
has determined that we had a right—as distinguished from the pres: 
ent sufferance—to present such matters, could conceivably have 
resulted ina far more satisfactory answer. 

A further objection was noted based on the alleged possibility that 
enactment “might possibly force all employees to join an organization 
in order to obtain the same consideration and treatment in dealings 
with administrative officials.” It seems to us that that is exactly the 
same thought as that previously expressed by the opponents of the 
Wagner Act, the National Labor Relations Act, and all similar for- 
ward-looking legislation in the field of industrial relations. The 
Congress itself has on numerous occasions determined that it is not a 
valid argument. As a matter of accuracy, the legislation under con- 
sideration would not repeal the existing regulations covering this 
subject and certainly would not force employees to join an 
organization, 
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The letter of July 19, 1949, further stated : 

Legislation of this nature will so encroach upon the administrative functions 
and responsibility of the Department, postmasters, and others charged with the 
administration of the postal service, that it would very seriously hamper the 
economic administration of this service. 

Here again we have the same argument as that advanced by the 
opponents of similar legislation for ‘employees of private industry and 
the Congress has determined that the argument is not valid. 

The views of the Civil Service Commission with respect to this 
legislation which were expressed by the then President of the Com- 
mission, Mr. Harry B. Mitchell. in a letter dated April 27, 1949, are 
in line with modern thinking on the question of employee-employer 
relationships. In that letter, Mr. Mitchell said: 

The Commission is in agreement with the principle on which this legislation 
is based, of giving recognition to the rights of Federal employees to join unions 
of their choice, and to the rights of officers and members of such unions to engage 
in the activities for which the unions were formed. 

While it is true that Mr. Mitchell subsequently requested that 
consideration be deferred pending further study, it should be noted 
that after such further study his statements to the subcommittee 
endorsed the principle of the legislation, although he expressed the 
thought it might more readily be accomplished by Executive order. 
The fact that such Executive orders have not been issued to this date 
serves to confirm our belief that legislation is required. 

We believe that there is a special obligation on the part of both 
the Congress and the administrative departments and agencies to set 
up such machinery as may be necessary to assure civil-service em- 
ployees the benefits that arise from modern, sound Jabor-management 
policies. Such employees having voluntarily relinquished the 1 ‘ight to 
strike or take other actions in securing redress, are, in our opinion, 
entitled to treatment at least equal to the treatment accorded em- 
ployees of private industry in seeking adjustment of their just 
yrievances. 

For these reasons, I express the hope that this subcommittee will 
at an early date recommend to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service an early and favorable report on H. R. 554. 

Mr. Karsrex. Mr. Hallbeck, we certainly appreciate your fine state- 
ment. 

Mr. Wirikow. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. ‘This was a very 
excellent statement, 

Mr. Ruoves. Perhaps 1 might say this: I think Mr. Hallbeck’s 
statement answers all the arguments against the bill and certainly 
gives very good reasons why the bill should be enacted. 

Mr. Karsten. I think you have made an outstanding presentation, 
Mr. Hallbeck. There is one question I would like to ask. You men- 
tioned that employees would not be required to join unions. In your 
opinion, do you not think that they would do so as a means of getting 
an opportunity of presenting their grievances / 

Mr. Hauieeck. [submit that the employee who does not join a union 
is short-sighted, but I do not believe that this legislation would tend 
to make that employee, of his own volition or otherwise, join a union 
any more than they do at the present time. Asa matter of fact, so far 
us the postal service is concerned, I dare say that, on a percentage 

20064—52——3 
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basis, it is better organized in recognized trades unions chartered by 
the American Federation of Labor than almost any other trade or craft 
you could mention. 

Mr. Karsren. Having been a Federal employee myself, | know that 
ederal unions are at a great disadvantage by reason of the fact that 
they agree not to strike. 

Mr. Hatireck. That is right. We lose an economic weapon that 
is Valuable. 

Mr. Karsren. That is a weapon that other unions have that you do 
not have. There is one other question. In the bill, under line 6, 
it refers to the right of officers or representatives of organizations 
representing a majority of the employees of the department or agency. 
Let us assume that the Post Office Department had five or six different 
unions, but not one of them represented a majority. How would you 
take care of that? 

Mr. Hauusecn. In the case of the postal service I do not think 
there is very much doubt that a number of organizations represent 
a majority of that class of employees. For example, Mr. Doherty 
represents the National Association of Letter Carriers. There is not 
any doubt that the majority of the letter carriers of the United States 
are members of the National Association of Letter Carriers. The 
same is true in the case of post-oflice clerks. Beyond any question, the 
vast majority of the post-otlice clerks of the United States are members 
of the National Federation of Post Office Clerks; and so on. 

I can conceive that there may be situations, not in the postal serv- 
ice, but in other services where, because of the varied nature of the 
work there will be some machinists or some other groups represented 
and I understand that some of those organizations are going to sug- 
gest un amendment to that section. Without having seen the exact 
amendment, Lam familiar with the purpose of it and we are certainly 
willing to endorse that purpose. 

Mr. Karsren. There might be some problem where you have a di 
versified operation in a department. 

Mr. Hauuseck. That is right. 

Mr. Karsren. And no one union would represent a majority of the 
employees. 

Mr. Hauieeck. That is right. 

Mr. Karsren. In a situation of that kind, it would seem to me that 
the administrative officials could simply flout the law and say, “You 
do not have a majority here and we do not have to listen to you.” 

Mr. Hauupeck. We realize that that is true and on that basis we 
endorse the amendment which I understand will be suggested. 

Mr. Karsren. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Wrrurow. I have had a lot of experience with the railroad 
brotherhoods. I have been a brotherhood man for 36 years and there 
are a great many things that are desirable here that do not enter into 
the railroad brotherhoods’ activities, which make it all the more de- 
sirable. For instance, you do not advocate that you enter into 
contracts with the Government ¢ 

Mr. Hatuneck. That is right. Our contract is with the Congress. 

Mr. Wirnrow. That is exactly it. You do not strike. So, as a 
matter of fact, if this were enforced for several years, it would be so 
advantageous to all concerned, the employer and employee alike, that 
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you would have no difficulty. They would want it and, as a matter of 
fact, you would probably have a 100-percent membership in your 
organization by reason of the benefits to all concerned. There would 
be no misunderstandings. Y ou would have practical men in the field 
who would give advice, which is very much needed by the brass hats 
at the top. 

Mr. Hauuneck. That is absolutely correct. As you well know, Mr. 
Withrow, my organization happens to be the first union of Government 
employees ever to affiliate with the American Federation of Labor. 
It was that affiliation which led to the so-called gag orders by Theodore 
Roosevelt and William Howard Taft, which made necessary the Lioyvd- 
a precnge "ee of 1912. 

I think it is certain worthy of mention here that insofar as any 
nail ad organization in the Federal service has ever been 
concerned, there has never been a strike, nor a threat of a strike. We 
think, frankly, we have found a better way of proceeding. We do not 
want the right to strike We can doa better job without it. 

Mr. Karsrex. Are there any further questions’ If not, we are 
certainly gratetful to you for your fine statement, Mr. Hallbeck. 

Mr. Hauisecx. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

Mr. Karsren. I would like next to call Mr. Thomas G. Walters, 
operations director, Government Employees’ Council. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL 


Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Walters ¢ 

Mr. Waurers. Yes. 

Mr. Karsten. Would you like to read it or just highlight it ¢ 

Mr. Waurers. Since you are running short of time, 1 should like 
to highlight it, and take just about a minute. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, back in 1949 when similar legislation 
was being considered by a subcommittee of this House Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee, not only did the Civil Service Commission 
through its Chairman and President, Mr. Mitchell, in a letter, endorse 
this legislation, but a similar endorsement was presented to or filed 
with this committee from the Department of Defense, which stated 
that the broad principles of H. R. 5702 were favored by the National 
Military Kst: ablishme nt. [think that should show in this record that 
this legislation has been re eived in a friendly way by many of the 
agency heads of our great Government. 

“Mr. Karsren. At that point I should like to say that the chairman 
of the full committee has requested reports from the various Govern- 
ment agencies involved. We have not as yet received them, but we 
felt it was desirable to proceed with the hearings this morning. 

Mr. Wavrers. I trust that their opinion has not changed since 1949. 
I would like to mention briefly the point that you raised with Mr. 
Hallbeck, relative especially to agencies of the defense establish- 
ments which are being enlarged duri ing the present period. It is next 
to impossible for any one union to enjoy a majority of the membership 
in any one of those Defense agencies. We feel that this bill should be 
amended something along this line: We feel that perhaps section (e) 
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of paragraph 1 of H. R. 554 or H. R. 571 be amended by using the 
following language: 


The right of officers or representatives of such organizations of employees that 
are affiliated with national or international labor organizations to present 
grievances in behalf of their members— 


end so forth. 

That is to offset the very point that you raised. We feel that if 
the present language of the bill were changed to something similar to 
what I have just suggested, it would cure the evil which you mentioned 
a moment ago. 

Mr. Karsren. The use of the word “majority” would be satisfac- 
tory in some cases, but jn other cases T can see where it might result 
to your disadvantage. 

Mr. Wavrers. That is true. In many of the agencies where em- 
ployment is more or less of a permanent nature, I think it might work 
fine, but in many of the Defense agencies where the employment moves 
up and down with conditions of the times, there would be many times 
when, as you said, this legislation would be held invalid due to the 
fact that the organization did not represent a majority of the 
employees. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, GOVERN MENT 
EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee on H. R. 554, when enacted 
into law would permit organizations representing postal and Federal employees 
to confer and transact business with agency heads of the United States Gov- 
ernment. 

We of the Government Employees Council, AFL, desire to congratulate you, 
Mr. Chairman and members of your committee, on scheduling these hearings. 

Iv way of introduction, my name is Thomas G. Walters, operations director of 
the Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation of Labor, 900 
I’ Street NW., Washington 4, D. C., phone: Executive 2820 and 2821. 

The Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation of Labor is 
made up of 24 national and international unions whose membership, in whole or 
in part, are civil-service employees. The total Federal employee membership of 
the Government Employees’ Council is more than 500,000 members. 

For several yeurs we have advocated legislaltion having for its purpose the 
provisions of H. R. 554 and we keenly believe that this legislation is greatly 
needed and when enacted into law will do much to impreve morale of all em- 
ployees that are now and hereafter employed by the Federal Government and 
the Field Service of the Post Office Department. 

In 1949 under the signature of Harry B. Mitchell, President, United States Civil 
Service Commission, the Commission endorsed H. R. 3702 which had for its 
purpose the language that is contained in H. R. 554. | would like to quote two 
paragraphs from that letter: 

“The Commission is in agreement with the principle on which this legislation 
is based, of giving recognition to the rights of Federal employees to join unions 
of their choice, and to the rights of officers and members of such unions to 
engage in the activities for which the unions were formed. It is noted, however, 
that the bill is to be applicable to “organizations enumerated in section (c) 
of this act.’ Section 6 (c) of the act of August 24, 1912, as amended, applies 
to ‘any society, association, club, or other form of organization of postal 
employees.’ 

“The Commission would not faver the enactment of legislation that would be 
applicable only to unions of postal employees. It is believed that the bill is 
not intended to be so restrictive since the title refers to ‘organizations of postal 
and Federal employees.’ The language that appears in the title, however, would 
not prevail over the language that appears in the body of the bill.” 

H. R. 554 eliminates the objection with reference to the recognition of Federal 
organizations and spells out in plain language that officers of representatives of 
national organizations be permitted to carry out the provisions that is outlined 
in H. R. 554. 

















RECOGNITION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS 17 


The chairman and members of the committee, during this emergency many of 
our Government installations are expanding rapidly and also due to the fact that 
employees in these installations will be represented by many crafts, trades, 
clerical workers, engineers, and others, with these facts before us we can readily 
realize that in most agencies and especially defense installations no union will 
represent a majority of the employees of a department or agency. Therefore, 
we suggest that section (e), paragraph 1, of H. R. 554 be amended by using the 
following language: 

“(e) (1) The right of officers or representatives of such organizations of em- 
ployees that are affiliated with national or international labor organizations to 
present grievances in behalf of their members without restraint, coercion, inter- 
ference, intimidation, or reprisal is recognized and any violation of such right 
on the part of an administrative official shall be cause for his suspension or 
removal or such other punitive action as the head of the department or agency 
may deem advisable.” 

With this change, Mr. Chairman, we feel that this would be a good law both 
for management and for the employees and we trust that at an early date this 
committee will recommend to the full committee the adoption of a bill continuing 
the intent of the expressions outlined in this statement which has the endorse 
ment of the Government Employees’ Council, A. F. of L. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this committee and trust 
that favorable action will be forthcoming at an early date. 


Mr. Karsren. Are there any questions the committee would like 
to ask Mr. Walters? If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Walters. 
for your very fine statement. 

I see our old friend Col. Charles Stengle present and T should now 
like to call upon him for a statement if he wishes to make one. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES I. STENGLE, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Srencir. Mr. Chairman, I am going to make but one comment 
and then file my statement with the committee. In my statement, on 
page 2. our federation endorses an amendment such as Mr. Walters 
Just referred to, and then we offer another amendment, mentioned a 
little farther down on that page. With that, I desire to file my state 
ment for the record, 

Mr. Karsten. We will be very happy to have the statement incor 
porated in the record, Colonel Stengle, and thank you very much. 

(The statement filed by Colonel Stengle is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, | am Charles I. Stengle, 
legislative representative of the American Federation of Government Employees. 

Our federation is pleased, indeed, that you, Mr. Chairman and the members of 
this subcommittee are affording us the opportunity of endorsing heartily the 
principle of the bill under consideration today, H. R. 554. 

As you are no doubt aware, the AFGE with its many thousands of members 
in all Federal agencies throughout the Nation, has taken a keen interest in this 
type of legislution ever since its introduction in the EFighty-first Congress by a 
distinguished member of the subcommittee, Mr. Rhodes, as H. R. 3702. We are 
convinced this bill is a necessary supplement to the basic Llovd-La Follette Act 
of 1912, as amended, if we are to see the establishment of really effective em 
ployee-management relations throughout the Federal service. Together with the 
other affiliates of the Government Employees Council, A. F. of L., our federation 
believes that the principle underlying H. R. 554 marks a distinct step forward in 
proving to the public that the United States Government as an employer is 
interested in advancing a legislative measure beneficial to employer and employ- 
ees alike. 

H. R. 554 represents a progressive attempt to provide the basic principles 
governing the employee-management relationship in the Federal Government. In 
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the past, Congress has formulated the landmark “rules of the game” in personnel 
matters in Federal service by passage of the civil service law of 1883 and the 
Lloyd-La Follette Act of 1912. The bill under consideration today will simply 
implement the purpose of these statutes to accord with developments in the 
tield of employee-management relations during the 39 years which have passed 
since the Lloyd-La Follette Act became law, 

The AFGE desires to emphasizes several ways in which H. R. 554 will im- 
prove everyday relations between employees and employers in the Federal Goy- 
ernment. Obviously, under the bill officials will be required to recognize the 
role of employee groups in bettering this relationship. Equally important, how- 
ever, is the fact that disposal of legitimate employee complaints will be satis- 
factorily expedited following passage of the bill. Again, the spirit of H. R. 
(54 will permit agency officials, who have been reluctant to do so heretofore, to 
consult with their employees prior to the promulgation of new personnel regula- 
tions. This will provide tremendous help in ironing out the “kinks” that develop 
in such rules and which, in many instances, are known to the employees affected 
only after they have taken effect. Finally, the bill will facilitate creatly the 
dissemination of information on agency objectives to the employees concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, in one important respect the AFGE joins the Government Ehm- 
ployees Council in recommending a Change in the language of section (e) (1) 
of H. R. 554, which we feel will improve the operation of the bill when it takes 
the effect of law. Under this section as now written, we are certain that in at 
least a few instances because of lack of understanding or sympathy with the ob- 
jectives of the bill, agency officials would deprive employee groups not repre- 
senting a majority of the employees of the opportunity to discuss the topics 
ennumerated in section 2. This could occur, even though the employees in 
question had actually designated the employee group to act in their behalf. 

Our Federation endorses, therefore, substitution of the following languae for 
section (e) (1) of H. R. 554 as it now appears: 

“(e) (1) The right of officers or representatives of organizations of employees 
affiliated with national or international labor organizations to present griev- 
ances in behalf of their members without restraint, coercion, interference, in- 
timidation, or reprisal is recognized and any violation of such right on the part 
of an administrative official shall be cause for his suspension or removal or such 
other punitive action as the head of the department or agency may deem advis- 
able.” 

There is another point we feel will aid employee groups and Federal officials 
to accomplish the purpose of Fl. R. 554. Examination of section 2 reveals 
that it lists specifie subjects which may be discussed by management and em- 
ployees under the authority of section (e) (1). In persuing these topics, we 
note that introagency and interagency transfers are not listed. As the com- 
mittee can appreciate, these topics are of great importance to administrative 
officials and emplovees alike in various agencies. Other tepics might be in- 
cluded also. However, in order to retain the clarity and brevity of H. R. 554 
and to eliminate the necessity of frequent amendment when other subjects 
should be added, the AFGE recommends addition of the words and related mat- 
ters’ or “and other matters affecting personnel policy’ or similar language 
after the word “force” in line 14, page 2. 

However, Mr. Chairman, it should be clearly understood that our recommenda- 
tions for amending H. R. 554 do not diminish in any way our interest in the 
basic principle enunciated in the bill. We strongly urge that this subcommittee, 
after making the revisions referred to, report favorably H.R. 554 to the House 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee at an early date. Such action will prove 
a great step forward in producing a truly satisfactory employee-management re- 
lationship in the Federal Government. 

To you, Mr. Chairman, and other members of the subcommittee, including the 
author of H. R. 554, the AFGE reiterates its thanks for the opportunity of en- 
dorsing this landmark legislation. 


_Mr. Karsten. T should like next to call upon Mr. Horton, legisla- 
tive representative of the National Association of Postal Super- 
visors. 
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STATEMENT OF JESSE V. HORTON, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS 


Mr. Horron. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen, my statement is very 
brief. 

Mr. Karsten. We should be happy to have you read it or put it in 
the record, whichever you prefer. 

Mr. Horron. My name is Jesse V. Horton. I am legislative repre- 
sentative of the National Association of Postal Supervisors. 

The bills under consideration, H. R. 554 and H. R. 571 would pro- 
vide a uniform procedure under which administrative officials of all 
Government departments would be required to confer with officers 
and representatives of employee organizations on all matters affect- 
ing their membership, superseding the present widely varying poli- 
cies of the several Departments. 

In this day and age, employees in practically all categories in both 
Government and in private industry are organized for the purpose 
of improving working conditions, securing just and adequate com- 
pensation, appropriate retirement and leave benefits, and raising the 
morale and efficiency of the service of which they are a part. Co- 
operation both ways, from employer as well as employee, is essential 
to building and maintaining good morale and high efficiency stand- 
ards. 

The elected and duly authorized officers and representatives of em- 
ployee organizations are well qualified to represent their membership 
in all matters affecting the welfare of employees, and we sincerely feel 
that any administrative policy which refuses or hampers conferences 
with representatives of employee organizations is unfair and unjust 
to both the employee and the employing Department. 

We believe that the principles of H. R. 554 and H. R. 571 are just 
and proper and if enacted will lead to a higher morale and increased 
efficiency of Federal services by placing in effect a uniform method of 
adjusting grievances and personnel matters in all Federal Depart- 
ments. These principles are generally in effect in private industry and 
their application to Government service would be a forward step in 
employee-employer relationships. We urge that favorable action be 
taken on H. R. 554 or H. R. 571. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Karsren. Are there any questions of Mr. Horton ¢ 

Mr. Rropes. I want to say that L think Mr. Horton made a very 
fine statement, especially coming from the representative of the super- 
visors. They perform with Federal employees the same functions as 
foremen and superintendents in private industry. It is a very fine 
contribution. . 

Mr. Karsren. If there are no other questions, we thank you very 
much, Mr. Horton, for your fine statement. 

I should next like to call on Mr. George Warfel, president of the 
National Association of Special Delivery Messengers. 
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE WARFEL, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF SPECIAL DELIVERY MESSENGERS 


Mr. Karsten. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Warfel? 

Mr. Warrev. No, I have no prepared statement. I just want whole- 
heartedly to endorse the purposes of this proposed legislation. Our 
‘vase has already been admirably presented and it is unnecessary for 
me to submit any detailed statement to cover those things which have 
been already so well covered. I hope that the committee will take 
action which will clear the way for early House consideration. Thank 
you so much. 

Mr. Karsten. Thank you very much, Mr. Warfel. I would like to 
say that Mr. W. M. Thomas, president of the National Postal Trans- 
port Association, has filed a statement with the committee. Would 
you care to elaborate on that statement, Mr. Thomas? 

Mr. Tuomas. No, sir, except to say that we certainly endorse all 
that has been said and I think it is necessary to have this legislation. 
Mr. Karsren. Your statement will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement filed by Mr. Thomas is as follows :) 


STaTEMENT OF W. M. THoMAs, Prestpent, NAtionan Postrat TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is W. M, Thomas, 
and | am president of the National Postal Transport Association, an organization 
of about 27,000 postal transportation clerks. These clerks are engaged in the 
distribution of mails en route on the rail and highway post office lines and of 
transient mails in terminals and air mail fields. This association endorses 
H. R. 554 and H. R. 571 as a means of granting to employees of the Federal 
Government recognition similar to that which our Government has required 
private industry to grant their employees. 

It is our considered opinion that there is a very urgent need for this legisla- 
tion and that results obtained would prove to be very beneficial to the depart- 
ments to which it would apply. Speaking for the Postal Transportation Service, 
I can state that throughout the years clerks assigned to this service have main- 
tained great personal pride in their service and have constantly worked to im- 
prove the service rendered to the public. These employees have never hesitated 
to come forward with suggestions relative to improving the service, and sueh 
suggestions have consistently resulted in a more efficient service to the patrons 
of the postal service as well as amicable relations between the officials and em- 
ployees of the service. However, during recent years we have experienced 
conduct on the part of the Department which has not only served to destroy 
the confidence these clerks had in high officials of our service, bunt has been 
highly detrimental from a morale standpoint. 

In 1936 the Department, obviously in recognition of the established principle 
of justification of a speed differential, voluntarily granted additional time 
credits to postal transportation clerks assigned to duty on high-speed trains. 
This arrangement worked successfully and smoothly for 14 yvears until, late in 
1949, the clerks were advised that, effective with July 1, 1950, such time credits 
would no longer be granted. During recent months requirements for a B ¢lassi- 
fication of lines was arbitrarily increased by one-third without warning ane 
without a reason being given. This resulted in a reduction in salary of $200 
per annum for many assignments in our service. The obnoxious mail handler 
order of 1949 converted many clerical positions in the postal service, resulting in 
reducing the salary of these positions by S600 per annum each and in detriment 
to the efficiency of the service. Other arbitrary orders adversely affecting per 
sonnel could be enumerated. It is our opinion that the results of such arbitrary 
acts will be clearly understood. One cannot expect the employees to eontinue 
the ardent interest in their service when their high officials impose such unde- 
sirable changes in an arbitrary manner and apparently without cause. The re- 
sults which are obvious cannot be avoided so long as this undesirable condition 
exists. 
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It is our opinion that, had such a bill been enacted into law previously such 
changes would not have been made. Had it been necessary that some modified 
form of such orders be placed in effect, and recognition as provided in these 
bills been accorded officers of our association previously, the employees would 
have had an understanding of such necessity. The efficiency of any service must 
necessarily depend, to a great extent, on the morale of employees. This is espe- 
cially true in the Postal Transportation Service where crews consisting of from 
1 to as high as 35 men operate in trains and highway post offices. These men 
must be placed, to a great degree, on their honor. With changes as described 
being arbitrarily made in our service it will be understood that it will be 
humanly impossible to maintain a high morale and sense of responsibility 
among the employees unless they are assured that they will be accorded a more 
humane treatment. 

Since we are very strongly of the opinion that the enactment of this legislation 
will result in a more efficient and economical operation of the postal service as 
well as a great uplift in the morale of the employees, we respectfully yet urgently 
request that this committee favorably report the bills under consideration. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommitte, I deeply appreciate this 
opportunity of presenting the views of the National Postal Transportation 
Association relative to the bills under consideration at this time. 

Mr. Karsren. Is there anyone else who desires to be heard or to 
file a statement with the committee? 

Mr. Srewarp. Mr. Chairman, I filed a request to be heard. I have 
no prepared statement, but I shall not take over 5 minutes, if I may. 

Mr. Karsten. We should be very happy to hear you this morning, 
Mr. Steward. 


STATEMENT OF LUTHER C. STEWARD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Srewarp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, our 
concept of the Federal Service is that of a team in which everyone, 
from the highest official, either civilian or military, tothe most humble 
occupant of Fthe lowest bracket position is a member, and the failure of 
any member of that great team properly to exercise initiative, industry 
and all of the qualific ations that are required i in the position detracts 
from the effectiveness of the whole operation. 

We feel on all matters in the broad field of personnel administra- 
tion, all matters affecting employees, that it is simply common sense 
for administrators to sound out and ascertain employee opinion and 
to obtain employee views and suggestions before attempting to put any 
of these things into operation. 

This in no way detracts from the right of the administrators to ren- 
der final decisions in these matters; but without sounding out and 
obtaining employee opinion and employee views on these matters, 
administrators hamper themselves in effective operation and are fre- 
quently called upon to withdraw, amend, change, or even rescind 
orders they issued when only one side of the picture was taken into 
consideration, 

Mr. Karsten. In that connection, Mr. Steward, will you tell me 
what is the position of an employee, where he has been discriminated 
against by an order or by some process of his superior and he takes an 
appeal, which reverses the superior? What is the position of the 
employee then? Can you tell us about that ¢ 

Mr. Srewarp. Of course, much has been said, and there has been 
considerable reduced to writing or printing to the effect that no em- 
ployee shall be discriminated against because of presenting an appeal 
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from an action of his superior officers. Unfortunately there are all 
too many ways in which reprisals can be brought about and it is difli- 
cult to the point of Sauget: to put your finger on anything. But 
the employee and the fellow-employees know that something is hap- 
pening to him that is adverse to his interest, but they cannot just frame 
an indictment that would cover his case. Human nature being what 
it is, grudges are carried out all too frequently. 

Mr. Karsten. Would this bill, in your opinion, alter human nature 
in a situation of that kind? What would be the effect of the bill? 

Mr. Srewarp. I am afraid that Congress cannot legislate attitudes 
of mind of administrators. We are thoroughly in accord with the 
announced purpose of the bill. Before, however, effective operation, 
effective pelationship may be established and maintained between 
administrators and employees, there must be a climate of sympathetic 
understanding. 

I am very glad to say that in many departments of Government, 
notably the three Departments of Defense, there has developed over 
the last few years a very gratifying recognition of mutuality between 
topside and downside, speaking from the employee-admuinistrator 
standpoint. Where, a good many years ago, the War Department was 
probably last on the list in respect of its arbitrary dealings with em- 
ployees, now—and I should include the Air Force, too—now it is 
quite a shining light in its management-employee relationship. 

What worries me a little bit is endeavoring to put spirit as well as 
letter into legislation. On page 1 of these two bills, H. R. 554 and 
571, the language of which is identical, reference is made in line 7 
to organizations representing a majority of the employees of a depart- 
ment or agency. ‘That has been referred to by previous witnesses. 

That language, by application, would deny any rights to an organi- 
zation not having a majority. 

In an official organization where the occupations were diversified 
and there were several crafts represented, and they were well organ- 
ized, it would be possible that no one of them had a clear majority 
and this present see would furnish an alibi to a recalcitrant 
administrator to deny rights to such groups. 

We feel, as has already been expressed by other witnesses, that to 
eliminate that requirement for representing the majority would really 
reach the purpose desired. 

Now, on page 2, line 5, in one bill and 6 in another—it is the first 
line in paragraph 2—it says that administrative officers shall, at the 
request of the officers or representatives of employee organizations 
enumerated, confer, and so on. 

We feel that it needs to go further than that. If administrative 
officers shall only confer on all these matters after a request has been 
received from the representatives of an employee organization, it will 
afford such administrators the right to put into operation—just as in 
the case cited of the motor bikes, the scooters—to put into operation 
their proposal and then call the representatives in and let them talk 
about an accomplished fact. We feel that to get to the real gravamen 
of that which is complained of, the representatives of employee organ- 
izations should be called in and given an opportunity to express their 
views when something is contemplated that will affect the employees. 

Mr. Karsren. That would place the burden upon the administra- 
tive officer rather than the employees, would it not / 
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Mr. Srewarp. Yes, sir; that is where it should be placed. In other 
words, you, sir, as the head of a department or agency, are contem- 
plating—taking the case of the letter carriers, for instance, con- 
templating c hanging your method of distributing mail, by truck or by 
pusheart or by various means suggested. Before putting any of those 
into operation, you call in the representatives of the employee organ- 
izations affected and say to them, “This department is contemplating 
achange. These things have been suggested. These plans have been 
suggested. We would like to have your views on any or all of them, 
or other suggestions to cope with that existing problem which is the 
handling and distribution of mail.” 

In that way, the department will get the benefit of these suggestions 
before it undertakes in a one-sided manner to put something into 
effect which it may later have to change or withdraw; and also give 
to the employees an opportunity of taking part in offering construe- 
tion suggestions and then, that all-important thing, being able to go 
back to their members and explain what the department is doing, 
why it is doing it and why they are agreeing with this, that, or the 
other thing. 

Mr. Karsren. If you place the burden upon the department, then 
there will be the question of notice and how far the department will 
have to go on giving notice. 

Mr. Srewarp. I think, sir, generally speaking, it would be a very 
simple matter for determination. If they are contemplating anything 
which will affect all of these things—pay, working conditions, hours, 
leave—anything affecting their employee body. 

Mr. Karsren. Is it not a fact, Mr. Steward, that any action the 
Postmaster General takes in his official capacity has some effect, even 
though it might be minute or insignificant, upon employees of the 
department 4 

Mr. Srewarp. That. I think, is true. But there are listed on page 
2 of these bills the general things which would be covered. They 
would cover all except a negligible number of operations—working 
conditions, safety, in-service training, labor-management cooperation ; 
the matter of adjus sting grievances, appeals, granting leave, promo- 
tions, demotions, rates of pay, reductions in force—they cover 99 per- 
cent of everything. And it is well known that when something is in 
the course of preparation that will affect any of these major personnel 
problems, how easy, how simple, how obvious it is, before we get any 
rough draft shaped up, to call in the representatives of the organiza- 
tions and see what they think of it. Surprising as it may seem, the 
most minor employee in a department or agency frequently has a 
practical suggestion that will revolutionize the whole departmental 
plan, that the fellows in the front office never thought of. 

Mr. Karsten. That is very true of American ingenuity, particu- 
larly in Government. I have seen it myself. The question in my 
mind concerns placing the burden upon the Department, Mr. Steward. 

Mr. Srewarp. That is where it should be placed. If at any time 
the Department decides that here is something that does not fall within 
the general purview, that is a matter of simple determination if there 
isa spirit of cooperation and a recognition of this broad concept that 
we are all a team, all working together. 

Mr. Kanrsren. If that were so, we would not be here sitting around 
the table talking about this proposed legislation, perhaps. 
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Mr. Srewarp. That is true enough. You cannot legislate to compel 
a proper attitude of mind. But you can, I believe, point the way. 

There is just one other thing I would like to suggest, in the last three 
lines of the bills. It seems to me there should be some clarification 
there, where it refers to the right of such officers or representatives, to 
solicit membership, collect fees or dues, or carry on any other lawful 
activity. 

It is hardly to be supposed that the head of any department or 
agency will undertake too much to interfere with employee organiza- 
tions’ activities, wholly outside the Government office or reservation. 
There are some, however, perfectly legitimate operations that are 
recognized, some of them by Congress, as being proper to carry on 
within the confines of the installation, whatever form it may take. 

I will cite one of them. Take credit unions, for instance. The Con- 
gress has enacted legislation whereby space may be set aside for a 
credit union for the employees of an outfit. That is something that 
has congressional sanction and can be carried on on the Government 
reservation. 

I think that should be spelled out a little more clearly as to what 
may be done legitimately in the post office, in the arsenal, in the activ- 
ity, because, for instance, if one wishes to be technical, an employee 
who is a representative in some capacity of an employee organization 
at that installation, and acting in that representative capacity, is leav- 
ing his place of work, whether it is a desk or a lathe, or what not, to 
go to some superior officer to lodge an appeal, or to take up some matter 
of importance to his membership, and importance to the Department, 
and someone raises the question, “What are you doing away from 
your place of occupation?” those things could be spelled out a little 
more clearly. 

Mr. Karsren. The language of the bill is rather broad, but it is a 
question of interpretation. 

Mr. Srewarp. Ifa guide is to be offered to those who wish to develop 
this spirit of teamwork and possibly to exercise some little influence 
on those who do not recognize the necessity of teamwork and who need 
a little nudging, I think that should be spelled out. 

Mr. Ruopes. In reference to line 5 or 6, to which you have referred, 
it seems to me that your suggestion is right in principle but I wonder 
how practical it would be in Federal employment. In private in- 
dustry, they collect union dues, but in Federal employment there could 
be many different organizations and for the administrative officer to 
call the attention of each of these different organizations to every 
change that they are thinking of, it seems to me would be rather 
impractical. 

Mr. Stewarp. Mr. Rhodes, may I say that a very happy condition 
exists in some departments, where the general practice is, from the 
chief personnel officer or the official having to do with the issuance of 
regulations in this field, to get in touch with representatives of organi- 
zations and tell them in advance that, “We are working on something 
here and we would like to have you come over and talk to us about 
it. We have a rough draft prepared and we would like to have your 
suggestions and comment.” 

They recognize the importance of it and do it without any pressure 
and without any solicitation. 
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Mr. Ruopes. I am just wondering about the practicability of it. 
That is, where these organizations are numerous; of course, there 
may be only a few and in that case it might work out all right. But 
where there are many, I am wondering how practicable that would be. 

Mr. Karsten. Gentlemen, at this point, I have to call attention 
to those present that a call of the House is on and we shall have to 
adjourn ina moment. We should be very happy to have Mr. Steward 
return, if the committee desires. 

Mr. Srewarp. If you wish me to, yes; but I have finished my state- 


ment. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Steward, we appreciate very much your fine 
statement. 

Mr. Srewarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ritey. Mr. Chairman, may I submit a statement for the record 
with the remark that we support the amendment which has already 
been submitted to the committee. That amendment is supported by 
our affiliated unions. 

Mr. Karsten. We should be very happy to receive your statement, 
Mr. Riley. 

Mr. Rivey And I would like to add that we hope that this proposed 
legislation goes on the books. 

Mr. Karsten. Thank you very much, Mr. Riley. 

(The statement filed by Mr. Riley is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Grorck TD Piney, MemMper, NATIONAL L&ecIsLaTIVE COMMITTEE, 
AMERICAN FeDERATION OF LABOR 


It was in the Lloyd La Follette Act that Government employees in 1912 were 
granted certain fundamental rights. Prior to that time, Government employees, 
including postal employees, were without any countenance in the eyes of the 
law and administrative offices. This condition led to such excess of abuses that 
it finally boiled over into the Halls of the Congress of the United States. 

The result was passage of the Lloyd-La Follette provisions, not as a low unto 
itself but as an amendment to the appropriation bill for the Post Office Depart- 
ment. So, with this sort of left-handed granting of basic concepts of the right 
manner in which to establish more formal relations between Government em- 
ployees and their Government, we have thoved along with a few changes in that 
law. how almost 40 vears. 

In the interim there have been a few refinements of this act, including the right 
of an employee to financial redress in case he is suspended or fired improperly or 
illegally. And, in the case of veterans, there have been some perfections through 
enactment of the Veterans Preference Act of 1944, as amended, is guaranteeing 
the right of appeal beyond the agency which seeks to commit a wrong against him. 

Aside from these few improvements, the Lioyd-La Follette Act, as good as it 
was in its day, has become something of a static instrument. I would not, in 
the least. detract from blessings that act has brought us. But it should be 
renuirked that we now are whizzing along in the second half of the century. 
That which was good in the first half is not nearly good enough in the second 
half. It only goes to show that advancement for the Government employee still 
comes slowly when he has to wait a half century at a time to receive some of 
the simp!e blessings which have come the way of those employed outside Gov- 
ernment service. This shouldn't be. And in my estimation, your subcommittee 
will agree that improvements should net be spaced by half centuries. 

Now, [T want to point to a “provided, however,” in the Lloyd-La Follette Act 
which should be brought to your attention. It reads as follows: 

“Provided, however, That membership in any society, association, club, or 
other form of organization of postal employees not affiliated with any outside 
organization imposing an obligation or duty upon them to engage in any strike, 
or proposing to assist them in any strike, against the United States, having for 
its objects. among other things, improvement in the condition of labor of its 
members, including hours of labor and compensation therefor, and leave of 
absence, by any person or groups,” * * *. [Italics supplied. | 
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I quote from the Lloyd-La Follette Act to show that the framers of that law 
desired it known that its benefits were to be extended to those who did not 
engage in strikes against the Government. 

Certainly, to my own knowledge, there is no union affiliated to the American 
Federation of Labor which would promote in any way a strike against the Gov- 
ernment, by those who are in the Government’s service. Nor do I know of any 
at any time in the past who would have so favored such strike. 

This leads me to some pertinent observances in connection with what has been 
attempted by the anonymous few who would oppose the present bill, the Rhodes 
bill (H. R. 554). These persons would have you believe that this is a “little 
Wagner Act.” By so hanging such a tag on this bill, they would do their utmost 
to defeat it, cashing in on the opposition engendered in some quarters to the 
Wagner Act. This is not a “litthe Wagner Act.” In no sense does it alter the 
basic concept of the Lloyd-La Follette Act, rather, it extended the Lloyd-La 
Follette Act down to present-day terminology and usage. 

Under the Wagner Act, of course, strikes still were permissible in private in- 
dustry and it was incumbent upon the National Labor Relations Board to recog- 
nize an election by employees in a given.area in their selection of a bargaining 
agent. And it also was provided that collective bargaining was to be the order 
of the day, once such election had been put into force. 

We in the American Federation of Labor are not suggesting in the least that 
that anyone in Government service be compelled to be bound by the vote of the 
majority of employees, so far as membership is related. Nor are we insisting 
that collective bargaining be inaugurated. And neither are we suggesting that 
strikes be engaged in by Government employees. So, what is this yammer about 
the “litthe Wagner Act”? 

The provisions of Hl. R. 554 are entirely reasonable and long since overdue, 
They merely, as stated in the bill, amend and extend the provisions of the Lloyd- 
LakFollette Act and set up a framework for improving employee relations through 
conferences, Even at the point where rates of pay, promotions, and demotions 
are mentioned, there is no compulsion provided for beyond the conference stage. 
it merely only says that administrative offices shall confer. What's wrong with 
that? 

As I read the bill, the whole system would be advisory, not compelling. In my 
own belief, there should be some compulsion, though it is not in the bill, 

And then the bill says employees may present their grievances, without re- 
straint. What’s wrong with that? ; 

For years, I have been hearing from Government employees who are being 
viven some rugged treatment by this Government, with not the slightest regard 
to decent treatment. 

I got a call from just such a person yesterday morning. This employee has 
been bounced around by the agency where there is some sort of power drive 
going on. She is in the middle, and tht agency is cashiering her while she uses, 
up all her leave waiting for the final days. The agency is using the old reliable 
alibi that she must apply for disability retirement. She has been given that 
ink-splotch test to pick out the designs made by an ink spot. She didn’t find 
any, so it looks like win or lose, she’s out. Meanwhile, the Civil Service Com- 
mission is in the picture, presumably to second the findings of the Public 
Health Service doctor, who seems to know what the employing agency is doing 
but cannot or will not bring the truth to light. 

Under this bill, this vicious practice of beating an employee into the insensi- 
bility of firing without just cause and without recourse, of course, would have to 
stop. 

Gentlemen, we are for that. 


Mr. Karsten. The committee now stands adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 11:25 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 
(The following was submitted for the record :) 


STATEMENT OF FRANK E, RUSSELL, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL STAR Route Mat. 
CARRIERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Frank EB. Russell. 
I am president of the National Star Route Mail Carriers Association, and I want 
to endorse H. R. 554 for our organization. 

At the present time the Post Office Department is carrying out the provisions 
of this bill because the officials recognize it as a beneficial procedure. It is, 
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however, as you know, a voluntary matter, and since it has preven desirable and 
beneficial both to the Department and to the employees, it would appear to be 
good legislation. 

While the star routes are on a contractual basis, the enactment of Public Law 
669 in 1948 placed the service more nearly in line with the employee groups, and 
for that reason we desire to fully endorse the principles of H. R.554 and hope 
that your committee will take favorable action in recommending its enactment, 

Sincerely, 
FRANK E. Russeu., President. 


STATEMENT OF Hon, JAMES G. FULTON, OF VENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I represent a district in the great 
city of Pittsburgh, which is one of the most industrialized in the Nation. Rep- 
resenting such an industrialized district I have come to know many workers. I 
believe I kuow their needs and their problems. 

During my tenure in the House of Representatives I have had contact with 
many postal employees and their organization leaders, and I have learned their 
problems, too. I know that the legislation they have requested the Congress to 
enact has been reasonable and just. Postal legislation has been considered at 
numerous congressional hearings and has been debated for many hours on the 
floors of the House and Senate, yet many of the problems of the postal employees 
are unsolved. 

In private industry representatives of the employees are duly recognized and 
conferred with in establishing pay scales and working conditions for the workers. 
In the postal service the employee organizations are not given such recognition. 
The postal-employee organizations must appeal to Congress for the adjustment 
of their pay scales and the improvement of their working conditions. In most 
cases the Post Office Department opposes the legislative requests of the em- 
ployees by submitting a report of statistics in dollars and cents and often the 
human element and effect on the morale of the workers is overlooked, 

In the matter of settling grievances the employees are permitted to present 
their grievances through their representatives, but the Post Office Department is 
the judge and jury. This is a condition that would not be tolerated in private 
industry and should not be permitted to continue in the postal service. 

I look forward to the day when representatives of the postal employees, rep- 
resentatives of the Post Office Department and Members of Congress will sit 
areund the table and draw up bills affecting postal employees and the postal serv- 
ice, that meet with approval of all concerned. Such legislation should have 
little trouble being enacted into law and will save countless hours of congres- 
sional hearings and debates. The proper recognition of the employee organiza- 
tions through their elected and qualified leaders will hasten the day of sueh 
conferences. 

Tam submitting this statement to urge this subcommittee to make an early and 
favorable report to the full Post Office and Civil Service Committee on the Thodes 
bill, H. R. 554, and the Withrow bill, H. R. 571, which are identical. I urge the 
favorable report on these bills because they will assure the employees through 
their organizations the right to present grievances without fear of restraint or 
reprisal; the right to confer with management on matters vitally affecting the 
health and welfare of the employees; and the right to solicit membership in or- 
ganizations of their own choosing, and carry on lawful activities without fear 
or threat of intimidation or reprisal. These are rights that are enjoyed by 
workers in industry, and I urge that the postal and other Federal employees be 
given the same privileges. 
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TUESDAY, AUGUST 21, 1951 


Houser or Represenratives, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
Posr Orrice anp Civint Servicer, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m... Hon. Frank M. Karsten (chatr- 
man) presiding. 

Mr. Karsren. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

We have met this morning for further consideration of H. R. 554 
and H. R. 571. We have a number of witnesses to be heard. and we 
would like to move along as rapidly as we can. 

I should like first to call Mr. Slarold Me Avoy, president, National 
Association of Post Office and Postal Transportation Service Mail 
Handlers, Watchmen. and Messengers. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD A. McAVOY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSO- 
CIATION OF POST OFFICE AND POSTAL TRANSPORTATION SERV- 
ICE MAIL HANDLERS, WATCHMEN, AND MESSENGERS 


Mr. McAvoy. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee. | 
have a brief statement here T would like to submit and let you hear 
the rest of the witnesses. 

| would just like to endorse both bills before the committee and 
express the sincere hope for their early and satisfactory consideration 
1 feel legislation of this type is long overdue and would be a step in the 
right direction. 

Mr. IC ARSTEN. We sincerely appreciate your statement. Without 
objection your statement will be Incorporated in the record, 

(The matter submitted for the record by Mr, MeAvoy is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HaArotp McAvoy, Natrronat Presipenr, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
Post OFFICE AND Postal TRANSPORTATON Service Mari HANpLERS, WATCHMEN 


AND MESSENGERS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, Tam Tharold MeAvoy, national 
president of the National Association of Post Office and Postal Transportation 
Service Mail Handlers, Watchmen, and Messengers, 900 FL Street NW... phone 
Republic S066. At the start, IT would like to thank you for the privilege of 
appearing before you, pertaining to the bills, now before this committee—-H.LR 
Do4. the Rhodes bill, and H. R. 571, the Withrow bill 

Our group together with the rest of the postal groups are deeply concerned 
We feel that if we are to have a sound labor-management arrangement in our 
service, the principles as outlined in both H.R. 554 and 571 should be adopted 

We cannot urge this committee too strongly to favorably report out the above 

29 


Sid a ped 








30 RECOGNITION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS 


bills as outlined. We would consider said action a tremendous step forward in 
the right direction. 

Again, let me say, thank you for the privilege of appearing before you. 

Mr. Karsren. I would like next to call Mr. Ross A. Messer, legis- 
lative representative, National Association of Post Office and General 
Services Maintenance Employees. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE AND GENERAL SERV- 
ICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Messer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee for this opportunity to appear before you this morning. 

My name is Ross a Messer, legislative representative, National Asso- 
ciation of Post Office and General Service Maintenance E mployees, 
representing the custodial employees of the postal field service and 
General Services Administration. 

I wish to take this opportunity to thank Congressmen Rhodes and 
Withrow for their interest in sponsoring H. R. 554 and 571. Legis- 
lation of this nature-has been needed for a long time, and we are glad 
to see that this committee is making a thorough study of it. 

We have enjoyed the wholehearted cooperation of the Post Office 
Department officials in years gone by and hope that it continues in 
the future. However, we have heard of instances where other em- 
ployee organizations have not enjoyed such cooperation with govern- 
mental agencies with which they were working. 

We understand that the Government Employees Council of the 
A. F. of L. has offered an amendment to the proposed legislation 
which would remove the requirement that an organization represent 
a majority of the employees. We feel that this is an amendment that 
is needed and will make the bill workable. The suggested amend- 
ment, if we have received it correctly, reads as follows: 

(e) (1) The right of officers or representatives of such organizations of 
employees that are affiliated with national or international labor organizations 
to present grievances in behalf of their members without restraint, coercion, 
interference, intimidation, or reprisal is recognized and any violation of such 
right on the part of an administrative official shall be cause for his suspension 
or removal or such other punitive action as the head of the department or agency 
may deem advisable. 

We agree with this amendment provided there is no intention to 
eliminate independent organizations that are not afliliated with the 
A. F. of L. or the CIO. We are of the opinion that the committee 
report on this proposed legislation should clearly set forth the fact 
that the bill applies to both independent and affiliated employee 
organizations. 

I wish again to thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, for this opportunity to appear before you today. 

Mr. Karsren. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Gross. I have one question. 

Do vou feel the bill does have the intention of eliminating inde- 
pendent organizations / 

Mr. Messer. We have gone into it, and I do not believe there is; 
but we just want to be certain and want the record to show there is 
not an intention to do that. 
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Mr. Wrrirow. I may say, as the author of one of the bills, H. R. 
571, that surely there is no intention on my part to do that. 

Mr. Messer. I realize that. 

Mr. Wrrnrow. And I am sure the same thing applies to Congress- 
man Rhodes. 

Mr. Messer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Karsten. We appreciate your statement very much, 

1 will call next Mr. Thomas Maddock, executive committee member, 
National Association of Federal Mechanics. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS MADDOCK, EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEM- 
BER, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FEDERAL MECHANICS 


Mr. Mappockx. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have great pleasure in being here this morning and have a very short 
statement, 

Tam Thomas Maddock, chairman of the National Association of 
Federal Mechanics, and am here to address you on the subject of the 
right of employee representatives to present grievances by amending 
section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912, under H. R. 554 and H. R. 5 
for members. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcomunittee, the employees we 
represent, comprising the machinists, sheet-metal workers, carpenters, 
blacksmiths, painters, electrical workers, plumbers and steam fitters, 
elevator mechanics, refri iger ation mechanics, operating engineers, and 
others, urge your honor: able committee to t: ake the necessary steps to 
have these measures placed into law in order that the employees may 
present their grievances to their representatives who will have the 
authority to meet the proper official and settle the same instead of 
having said grievances exist for years or until said employees get 
disgusted and leave the Government service or transfer to some other 
department, making it vers costly for the Government due to the 
necessity of instructing the new employee in the work, 

The employees we represent also feel that they should be classed 
as the blue-collar workers of the Government under the Classification 
Act of 1925 as amended. The reason is that when people read the 
newspapers and see where the blue-collar workers receive an adjust- 
ment either in wages or working conditions they think that the em- 
ployees or mechanics under the craft, protective, and custodial serv- 
ice are the ones that receive the adjustment. When an announce- 
ment is made about the Government workers under the Classification 
Act, they are called the white-collar workers. We also have been 
pleading with your committee to remove the skilled mechanics from 
the CPS service and place them under a service so they will receive 
recognition for the service they perform and not be considered as a 
char force. They perform identical work to the blue-collar workers 
in the Navy Y ard, Government Printing Office, and the Bureau of 
Engraving departments but do nor receive identical compensation. 
Hoping that your committee will a-complish the separation of these 
mechanics soon and place them uncer the general service under com- 
parable grades until the proper adjustment can be made and I thank 
your committee for er: anting us this time. 

Mr. Karsren. Are there any questions ¢ 
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If not, we appreciate your statement very much, Mr. Maddock. 
The committee will be happy to hear next Mr, Orrin A. Burrows, 

Washington representative, International Brotherhood of Electrical 


Workers. 


STATEMENT OF ORRIN A. BURROWS, WASHINGTON REPRE- 
SENTATIVE, INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL 


WORKERS 


Mr. Burrows. I am speaking in behalf of President D. W. Tracy, 
of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. 

By way of introduction I am Orrin A. Burrows, legislative repre 
sentative of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, and’ 
I wish to make the following statement in behalf of D. W. Pracy, 
international president of the same organization which is affiliated 
with the American Federation of Labor, with headquarters located 
at 1200 Fifteenth Street NW., Washington 5, D.C. 

The organization which T represent is international im scope with 
over one-half million members in 48 States, Alaska, Hawati, Panama 
Canal Zone, and the Dominion of Canada. These members are em 
ployed in the building and construction trades, electrical utilities, in 
the metal trades, various other industries, and by the various agencies 
of the United States Government. Our members who are eniployed 
by the agencies of the United States Government are vitally concerned 
in the matter of legislation which will provide these employees with 
the right to be properly represented in matters of grievances, etc., 
and we do not want such employees to be restrained, coerced, interfered 
with, intimidated, or actions of reprisal taken against them by their 
supervisors or administrative officials, and to provide language in 
H.R. 554, which will cause suspension or removal of supervisors or 
administrative officials who commit the offense above mentioned. 

I feel this sort of legislation is long overdue and we have advocated 
this sort of remedial legislation for the past several years. During 
1949 similar legislation was introduced in the Coneress in the form 
of HTH. R. 38702 with the same purpose im mind that H. R. 554, the 
present bill, has and which is now being considered by this subeom- 
mittee. At the time H. R. 3702 was referred to the United States 
Civil Service Commission for comment, President Harry B. Mitehell 
replied with the following letter of endorsement. a portion of which 
is quoted : 

The Commission is in agreement with the principle on which this legislation 
is based, of giving recognition to the rights of Federal employees to join unions 
of their choice, and to the rights of officers and members of such unions to engage 
in the activities for which the unions are formed. 

It is noted, however, that the bill is to be applicable to “organizations enumer 
ated in section (¢) of this act.’ Section 6 (¢) of the act of August v4, 1912, 
us amended, applies to “any society, association, club, or other form of organiza 
tion of postal employees.” 

The Commission would not favor the enactment of legislation that would be 
applicable only to unions of postal employees. It is believed that the bill is 
not intended to be so restrictive since the title refers to “organizations of posta! 
and Federal employees.” The language that appears in the title, however, 
would not prevail over the language that appears in the body of the bill. 

I would like to call the attention of the committee particularly to 
that phase of the bill which appears to make provision for representa- 
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tion by “national organizations representing a majority of the em- 
ployees of a departme nt or agency, or subdivision of such department 
se agency.” It is my view ‘that the word “majority” would create 
many troublesome questions of administration. No provision is estab- 
lished in the bill for determining a majority. Sucha procedure might 
involve complicated issues as to scope of the unit, contested elections 
in governmental agencies, and the like. Perhaps a special agency 
would have to be established to handle the procedures. I am sure 
you are all aware of the many problems involved in ascertaining a 
“majority” in industrial est: ablishments under the National Labor 
Relations Act. I should therefore doubt the advisability of embark 
ing upon such a complicated course of action with all of its possible 
ramifications. 

Furthermore, it is our understanding that the Federal Government 
takes the legal position that exclusive rights to represent employees 
cannot be established by unions having a majority support. There 
is some question as to whether the use of the word “m: jority” in the 
bill is in accord with this concept. Under all these circumstances, 
1 would suggest that the words “a majority of the”, appearing on 
line 7, page 1 of H.R. 554, be stricken from the language of the bill. 
| feel with this one change in the bill the law would be good for gov- 
ernmental management and its employees, and most certainly would 
have a tendency to boost the morals of the Federal workers. 

I appreciate the opportunity to have appeared before your sub- 
committee, and T trust your committee will take favorable action on 
this bill. I thank you gentlemen. 

Mr. Karsren. We are hi appy to hear your statement. 

(re there any questions ¢ 

I would like to ask one question. You want to strike out the 
words “a majority of the”? 

Mr. Burrows. That is right. 

Mr. Karsren. Then the language will read “the right of officers 
or representatives of national organizations representing employees 
of a Department or agency.” and so forth. 

Mr. Burrows. That is right. 

Mr. Karsren. That would give any organization, if it represented 
one employee, the same right that an organization re ond nting thou- 
sands of emplovees would have. 

Mr. Bt rrows. That is right- -vive any organization the right to be 
represented or to represent its people. 

Mr. Karsren. Unless there are other questions, we appreciate your 
statement very much, Mr. Burrows. 

Mr. Burrows. Thank you. 

Mr. Karsren. I should like next to call Mr. Bun Raley, president, 
National Rural Letter Carriers Association. 


STATEMENT OF BUN RALEY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RURAL 
LETTER CARRIERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Racey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Bun Raley. Tam president of the National Rural Letter Carriers’ 
\ssociation, an Independent organization. Since we have a 100- per- 
cent membership, the National Rural Letter Carriers’ Association is 
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the 6ne and only official representative of the rural letter carriers of 
America. No other person or organization has been authorized to 
represent the rural letter carriers of this Nation. 

The me mbership and the officers of the National Rural Letter Car- 
riers’ Association since the early days of our organization have con- 
stantly striven to promote and to maintain the best of relations with 
the officials of the Post Office Department. We are now enjoying the 
fruits of our effort toward this end, and we now find the door always 
open to us for the purpose of negotiation or adjustment of such prob- 
lems and grievances as do arise, and it is a sincere pean age for me to 
be able to tell this committee that the present officials of the Post 
Ollice Department are most courteous vad considerate in their recep- 
tion of our oflicers and representatives. ‘The door of every official 
of the Department from Postmaster General Donaldson on down 
through the Department is at all times open to us. 

In fact, chapter ILL, article 103, of the Manual of Instructions for 
Postal Personnel, sets forth a very satisfactory methods of adjusting 
grievances. The following is the first sentence of article 103: 

The right of employees to appeal through established supervisory channels, 
without restraint, interference, coercion, discrimination, or reprisal is recog- 
nized, 

Likewise, the right to petition Congress is similarly recognized in 
“Personnel Title XIV,’ ” section 135.43 (d) of the Postal Laws and 
Regulations, which reads as follows: 

The right of persons employed in the civil service of the United States, either 
individually or collectively to petition Congress, or any Member thereof, or to 
furnish information to either Llouse of Congress, or to any committee or mem- 
ber thereof, shall not be denied or interfered with. 

In view of these present guartanties, we feel that no useful purpose 
would be served by the enactment of these bills now being considered. 

Further, in section (e) (1) of the proposed bill, we detect: what 
might be construed as a sinister attempt on the part of large employee 
organizations to prevent the officers of a minority employee group 
to be represented by oflicers or an organization of their own choosing. 
It carries with it the ever-present possibility that a law of this kind 
might be used as a lever to later force employee groups with a smaller 
potential membership to join with the larger groups whose problems 
are entirely different in order that they might then be entitled to privi- 
leges which we at the present time now enjoy. 

We do not believe it to be the desire of the Congress to enact legis- 
lation that might conceivably later be used to prevent adequate rep- 
resentation of a minority group by an organization and by representa- 
tives of their own choosing, and since we do now enjoy all of the 
privileges which these proposed bills on their face seem to seek, we 
can see no useful purpose that might be served by their enactment. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committe, | deeply appreciate 
this opportunity of presenting the viewpoint of the rural carriers of 
the Nation in regard to H. R. 554. I sincerely request that this com- 
mittee give an unfavorable report to the end that this bill be removed 
from further consideration. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. I think your position is very well taken there. In 
other words, you do not recommend this legislation: is that correct 


Mr. Rartry. No, sir. 
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Mr. Lestnsxr. I know what you said there is true, that you have a 
opportunity to talk over with the Postmaster General your griev- 
ances, because this report points to that fact. 

Mr. Ratey. Our position is that we have had a very fine relation- 
ship with the Post Office Department and are given every considera- 
tion. The doors are always open to us, and we simply do not feel there 
is any reason for the present bill. 

Mr. Lesinski. You have that representation now ? 

Mr. Raney. We have fine representation. We have always had 
every consideration from the Post Office De ‘partment, 

Mr. Wrrirow. You are opposed to this legislation ? 

Mr. Raney. Yes, sir: because we do not see any need for it. 

Mr. Wrrirrow. T understand your position and your fear is that 
the independent organizations are going to be driven out of the picture 
eventually. Is that right? 

Mr. Ravey. Well. they could be. 1 do not think that is the probable 
purpose, but it could be so construed, as I see it. 

Mr. Wirurow. If a safeguard were placed around that in the form 
of an amendment that would assure the independence of these or 
ganizations, would you then be opposed to the legislation ¢ 

Mr. Ratry. Well, we would certainly be more favorable toward 
it. 

Mr. Wrrnrow. Is not your opposition to the bill or bills bas ed upon 
ihe fact that at the present time you feel as though you are not being 
discriminated against and you are able to take up your grievances in 
an suitable manner / 

Mr. Rauey. That is true. We are not discriminated against in any 
manner at all. 

Mr. Wrrnnow. I em very glad to hear that. However, you would 
not object to other organizations who feel as though they are not in 
the position you are in other branches of the service enjoying a 
condition such as yours, would you? 

Mr. Rarey. Naturally, I am only speaking for the rural letter 
carriers: Iam not speaking for the other groups. 

Mr. Wrrirow. I see; but your oppesition is based upon the suppo 
sition you are getting fair treatment now / 

Mr. Ratry. We are: yes, sir. 

Mr. Wirnrow. If you could be convinced that other groups are not 
getting fair treatment now and they should have this type of legisla- 
tion in order to get it vou would feel entirely different about it; would 
you not! 

Mr. Rarey. If that were true; ves, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. If the amendment suggested by the last speaker (Mr. 

surrows) was made, taking out the words “a majority of the,” would 
not that satisfy you and your group 4 

Mr. Kavey. As 1 say, we would certainly be more favorable 
toward it, 

Mr. Riropes. You are not opposed to the principle of the legis- 
lation / 

Mr. Ratey. No; Iam not opposed to the principle of the legislation. 
Our argument is that we already enjoy the privileges this bill is trying 
to vive, 

Mr. Ruopes. But, as Congressman Withrow suggests, you would 
not object to having other organizations enjoy those same privileges ? 
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Mr. Ratry. As I have said, we are only speaking for the rural letter 
carriers. 

Mr. Karsren. How would this proposed legislation act as a lever to 
force employee groups with a smaller potential membership to join 
with the larger groups as you mention; how would that operate ? 

Mr. Ratey. Well, it could be construed that we are not representing 
a majority of any department, 

Mr. Karsren. Of course, if that word “majority” is eliminated, that 
ina measure would be a safeguard against this thing vou fear. Would 
you say that is true / 

Mr. Ravey. Yes, sir: I] would say I think that would be true. 

Mr. Karsren. You represent the rural letter carriers; is that cor- 
rect / 

Mr. Raney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Karsren. Have they expressed themselves in convention on this, 
or how do you sound out their views / 

Mr. Ratey. Through our board. Naturally we cannot go back to a 
convention every time a bill comes up and get the sentiment of the 
convention on it: but we have a seven-man board that reviews all this 
legislation, and we reviewed this and came to the conclusion we should 
oppose it. 

Mr. Karsren. How does this board take office; is it elected / 

Mr. Raury. It is elected by delegates from each State. 

Mr. Karsrexn. How many employees does this board represent 

Mr. ‘Ratey. We represent thirty-four-thousand plus. We have 
32.500 rural carriers and have a membership of over 34,000. 

Mr. Karsten. What Iam trying to get at is that this is an expression 
by the board rather than the individual rural carriers. 

Mr. Raury. As IT say. naturally we cannot go back and discuss this 
individually with the membership of our organization, because we do 
not have that opportunity. Weare sent here to pass on this legislation, 
and that is the method we use. 

Mr. Karsten. What I am trying to get at is that your individual 
tural carriers have never expressed themselves in convention on this. 

Mr. Ratry. Not that [ know of. 

Mr. Karsren. And your statement is really a statement of this 
-even-man board. 

Mr. Ratey. It is a statement of the representatives of our organiza- 
tion, the seven-man board; ves, sir. 

Mr. Karsrex. And you have not written back and consulted the 
rural carriers themselves / 

Mr. Ravey. [think vou realize this, that with 200 or 300 bills intro- 
duced here, we cannot write back and get the opinion of all of the 
membership. 

Mr. Karsrexn. What I am trying to find out is whether you are 
actually speaking for the rural carriers. 

Mr. Ratey. We think we are: ves, sir. We definitely think we are 
speaking for the overwhelming majority of the rural carriers. 

Mr. Kuarsren. Was the board unanimous in this opinion ¢ 

Mr. Ratey. Yes, sir; it was unanimous. 

Mr. Karsren. Unless there are further questions, we wiil excuse you. 
We are glad to have your statement. 

Mr. Raney. Thank vou. 





—— 











—— 
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Mr. Karsren. I should like next to call Mr. Milton Kelenson, legis- 
lative representative, United Public Workers of America. 

Apparently he is not here. 

That concludes the list of witnesses except for Mr. Beiter. I wonder 
if Mr. Beiter has come into the room. 

(There was no response. ) 

Mr. Karsren. IT understand several persons desire to submit state- 
ments—Mr. FE. A. Meeks, Mr. Paul Castiglioni, Mr. Charles Puskar, 
Mr. Stanely Oliver, and Mr. James J. O'Connor. As these gentlemen 
are not in the room, I should like to secure unanimous consent for them 
to submit statements later on if they desire to do so. Apparently they 
had planned to come but were unable to do so. 

In addition, T will also ask permission for Mr. Beiter and Mr. 
Ambrust and Mr. Kelenson to submit statements, 

Without objection, we shall receive their statements. 

The committee will stand adjourned subject to the call of the Chair. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED IF. DETER, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL CUSTOMS SERVIC 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committe, I am Alfred F. Beiter, na- 
tional president of the National Customs Service Associations an organiza- 
tion of United States customs employees. Our members consider themselves 
shareholders in the customs service. As career customs officers (the personnel 
turn-over in our service is relatively small) we have a strong interest in em- 
ployee legislation. Nearly all of our members have had 20 years or more of 
Government service. It is their life work and they are proud of it. 

We endorse the principles of H. R. 554 We feel that there is room for im 
provement in the relations between management and employees in the Federal 
Government, generally, and that this bill will bring about such improvement 
Sometimes legitimate complaints and grievances are not aired by employees be 
cause of fear of reprisal or intimidation on the part of administrative heads. 
I can state emphatically that there have been few such instances in the cus- 
toms ,service. The Assistant Secretary of the Treasury in charge of customs, 
the Commissioner of Customs, the Assistant Commissioner of Customs, and 
departinent heads, are always willing to listen to any grievance presented to them 
by our association. IT am happy to report that this fine eample is followed, 
for the most part, throughout our service by our collectors, comptrollers, and 
their assistants. The goed influence of those presently at the helm is much 
appreciated and we seek enactment of this legislation primarily as assurance 
that any change in office with consequent new thought and new policies will 
not bring about conditions which are less favorable than those we enjoy today. 

Employees who can discuss grievances with superiors and feel they have a 
direct interest in their daily work are satisfied employees Men and women 
who spend the greater part of their day at the same work need more than good 
wages, liberal vacations, and such benefits. They want to work under supervisors 
who will treat them as human beings and listen to their problems and are fair 
with praise, and ves, with blame. They want to feel they are partners in the 
job of operating their agency, with mutual interests and responsibilities. Em 
ployee organizations can be helpful in promoting such happy relations between 
employee and employer, Such organizations, to be properly useful, should serve 
as advisory committees to effect satisfactory liaison between management and 
employees and deal authoritatively with problems as they arise. 

The industrial good will which prevails in this Country today is due, in large 
part, to the satisfactory relations which exist between management and labor. 
Communism and socialism that denies employees the right to work and speak 
where they will and when they will can never flourish in this country so long 
as workers enjoy collective bargaining. Government employees, just as union 
members in industry are permitted to do, should have the right to stand up and 
speak their piece without fear of reprisal or intimidation. This is the right 
of all self-respecting Americans. 

We urge favorable action on the part of your committee on H. R. 454 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. ARMERUST, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED NATIONAL ASSo- 
CIATION OF Posr Orrice CLERKS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is William C. 
Armbrust. I am national president and legislative representative of the largest 
independent group of postal employees in the United States. Our membership 
consists of branches in the 48 States, as well as our possessions, 

Our membership, Mr. Chairman, as well as I personally, heartily commend 
this committee for scheduling hearings on this very important matter, 

Oar association has always been very keenly interested in legislation of this 
type, as it has been our contention that these bills if enacted into law would 
serve as beneficial to both labor and management. 

We believe however, that the bills, as presently written, contain a clause 
which could be detrimental and could obviate the intentions of the bill. Under 
section e (1) as presently written, it would be “the right of officers or repre- 
sentatives of national organizations representing a majority of the employees 
of a department or agency or subdivision of such department or agency, to 
present grievances in behalf of their members without restraint, coercion, inter 
ference, intimidation, or reprisal, is recognized, and any violation of such right 
on the part of an administrative oflicial shall be cause for his suspension or such 
other punitive action as the head of the department or agency may deem advis- 
able.” 

As presently written these bills could result in any majority group of em- 
ployees belonging to one organization acting or speaking in behalf of all em- 
ployees regardless of their membership, or designation of position. It is our 
interpretation that as these bills are presently written, a letter carrier, if in 
the majority could be designated as a representative for clerical employees, or 
vice versa. It appears obvious to us that a minority group would have to be 
dictated to by the will of the majority which in our democratic form of Govern- 
ment is un-American, 

To clarify this position without any fear that it is the intention of this com- 
mittee to have the majority represent any minority, it is respectfully suggested 
that the words, “a majority of the” be deleted from Section e (1) of the 
bills. 

We heartily endorse all other salient features of the proposed bills and urge 
early enactment 

I again desire, Mr. Chairman, to thank you for the privilege of appearing be 
fore you. 


STATEMENT OF RICTIARD SHOEMAKER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, GOVERN MEN 4 
Np Civic EMPLOYEES ORGANIZING Comurrrer, CLO 


For many years there has been a great need of collective bargaining in the 
Federal Government. Each year new laws and Civil-service regulations are 
promulgated on the apparent theory that they will be followed throughout the 
Federal service. The theory breaks down in practice. For one reason, there 
are too many postmasters and agency heads who have the feeling that laws and 
regulations are something to be circumvented rather than lived up to. The 
other reason is that neither the employees nor their immediate supervisors really 
know the rules and regulations. 

The Government and Civic Employees Organizing Coinmittee, CLO, has found 
that where we have strong organization we can, in effect, “pelice”’ both the law 
and the regulations. I submit that this is the “cheapest” and most efficient way 
in which to enforce law. 

Another reason for having genuine collective bargaining in Government is 
thet postal and civil-service regulations are, in effect, the unilateral decision 
of management. On many questions the employees vere in a better position 
to judge the effect of a particular policy on the operations, morale, anc efficiency 
of the agency. All too frequently we are not consulted or, if consulted, our sug 
gestions are greeted with a stifled yawn. Management is merely going through 
the motions of having consulted with the union. 

Genuine collective bargaining in Government weuld be far more flexible than 
rigid laws and regulations which are always difficult to apply in the exceptional 
cases. Management and the unions should sit down annually and agree on cer 
tain broad policies. Then in the local post office or agency the unions conld 
fill in the details to fit policies to the particular situation. In short, I am pro 
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posing a contractual relation between the Government on one hand and its 
employees on the other. Where differences could not be ironed out between the 
parties, resort could be made to impartial arbitration or referral of differences 
to a congressional committee. We have, in effect, such a system in operation i) 
the GPO under the Kiess Act. 

We do not believe H. R. 554 and H. R. 571 is a “litthe Wagner Act,” nor do we 
believe that they establish collective bargaining in Government. However, we 
support the bills as a step in the right direction. We suggest two improve 
ments. First, we believe that some impartial agency should adjudicate viola 
tions of this law. in private industry violations are appealable to the NLRB 
There is no such safeguard in these bills. Second, we believe there should be 
impartial arbitration where differences on policy questions arise between man 


agement and the unions 


STATEMENT OF RUsseELL M. STEPHENS, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FEDERATION oO} 
TECHNICAL ENGINERRS AFEILIATED WITH THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Russell M 

Stephens. As president of the American Federation of Technical Eneineers of 

the American Federation of Labor, | am grateful for the subcommittee’s atten 

tion to our views on H.R. 554, a bill to recognize organizations of postal and 

Federal emplovees 
Approximately 20 percent of our membership is employed by the Federal Gov 

ernment, Our history dates back to 1918 when our organization was founded 

by naval shipyard engineering employees. Consequently, we feel that we have 

a point of vantage in being in the position to observe closely the distinction 

between improved employee relations granted by private industry and those 

granted by the Federal Government. 

In our opinion the enactment into law of this progressive item of legislation 
Will do much to improve the efficiency of Government by establishing the basis 
for the interchanve of information between the employer and employee prior t: 
the formulation of new policy or regulation. In many instances the grass root- 
knowledge which only the rank and file employee is in a position to have wil! 
greatly aid management in its decisions. 

This is particularity true in the engineering field if the federally employes 
engineer is granted fuller participation rights in his conditions of employineut 
it is my belief that he will repay this contidence by responding with additions! 
suggestions for engineering short cuts and improved practices that will save us 
countiess dollars 

Kor his efficiency will increase and his morale will be higher. He will know 
that his is a part of, rather than an appendage to, government. 

Opponents of TL R. 554 have said that there is no need for this sort of legis 
lation because the Government has a system for processing grievances. We be 
lieve that if TL R. 554 becomes law that it should supplement, rather than re 
place, the grievance system, in that it will prevent grievances based on misuu 
derstanding before they occur. 

It has been our experience that in agencies where recognition of employee 
groups has been given voluntarily that Labor-Management relationships have 
resulted in mutual benefit and the mere knowledge that the emplovee could be 
heard through his representative hus had an appreciative effect upon higher 
morale. 

We do, however, join the Government Employees’ Council of the A. F. of L. in 
suggesting that the language of section (e) (1) on line 6 of the front page iv 
amended as follows: 

“(e) (1) The right of officers or representatives of organizations of employees 
affiliated with national or international labor organizations to present grievances 
in behalf of their members without restraint, coercion, interference, intimidation, 
or reprisal is recognized and any violation of such right on the part of an ad 
ministrative Official shall be the cause for his suspension or removal or such 
other punitive action as the head of the department or agency may deen 
advisable.” 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity presented to my organization 
for the privilege of adding our endorsement to this necessary legislation 
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NATIONAL LEAGUE OF DistRICT POSTMASTERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 4, August 17, 1951. 
Hlon. Tom MURRAY, 
Chairman, House Post Office and Civil Service Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear CHAIRMAN Murray: The National League of District Postmasters of 
the United States, representing 38,000 district postmasters, would like to be 
recorded as favoring H. R. 554 and H. R. 571, identical bills designed to amend 
section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912, as amended, with respect to the recog- 
nition of organizations of postal and Federal employees. 

We feel that these proposals are timely and meritorious. Since the Federal 
Government has afforded this recognition to organizations in private industry 
for some time, therefore, we feel that it is only logical that the same consid- 
eration be given to organizations representing employees of the Federal Gov 
ernment. 

In view of the need of this legislation, we sincerely trust that the committee 
svill report a bill favorably for this purpose. 

Very truly yours, 
KE. A. MEEKsS, 
Legislative Representative 





RECOGNITION OF REPRESENTATIVES OF FEDERAL EM- 
PLOYER ORGANIZATIONS IN GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES 


THURSDAY, MARCH 6, 1952 


House or Represenrarives, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE CoMMUEPTEE ON 
Post Orrice anp CIivin SERVICE, 
Washington, mf. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m... in room 21), 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Frank M. Karsten (chairman of 
the subcommittee ) presiding, 

Mr. ly LRSTEN. The cComhiuttee Ww ill please cole to order. 

We have met this morning for the consideration of two bills which 
have been referred to this subcommittee, FH. R. 554 and TL. R. 571. 
These bills seek to provide certain recognition of Federal employee 
LhHIOnS Or associatiotis, 

It will be recalled tioat last year the collnitiee hela some hearings 
on these measures at which time we received statements from em 
ployee organizations. At that time, it was felt desirable to request 
reports and views of the various executive agencies. [ have called 
this meeting this morning for the purpose of receiving statements 
from representatives of the executive branch of the Government. 

We are honored this morning to have with us our distinguished 
former collenous . the Honorable Robert Ramspeck, Chairman of the 
Civil Service Commission. 

Chairman I Lisper k. on behalf of the committee, | should like to 
welcome you back here this morning. We are most happy to have you 


with us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT RAMSPECK, CHAIRMAN, CIVIL SERV- 
ICE COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY JOSEPH WINSLOW, ASSIST- 
ANT EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Ramsreck. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am glad 
to be here. 

Ll appreciate the opportunity to appear before your committee to 
give you the views of the Civil Service Commission on H, R. 554 
and H.R. S71.) These are identical bills to amend section 6 of the 
act of August 24. 1912. as amended, with respect to the recognition 
of organizations of postal anal Federal employees. 

The bills would add two subsections to the present pros isiONs of the 
Llovd-La Follette Act. New subsection (e) (1) would recognize the 
right of officers or representatives of national organizations to pre 
sent orievances in behalf of their members without restraint. coer 

$] 
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cion, interference, or reprisal. Any violation of this right would 
subject an administrative officer to suspension, removal, or other puni- 
tive action. 

New subsection (e) (2) would require administrative officers to 
confer with the representatives of the organizations specified in sub- 
section (e) (1), at their request, on matters of policy affecting such 
issues as working conditions, safety, training, methods of adjusting 
erievances, granting of leave, et cetera. Administrative officers would 
be obliged to recognize the right of such union representatives to solicit 
membership, collect fees or dues, and carry on any other lawful ac- 
tivity without interference or reprisal. 

In commenting on this bill, let me first state that the Civil Service 
Commission believes that employees should have the right to con- 
sult with agency management on various matters of personnel policy. 
In the regulations providing for agency grievance procedures, which 
we originally published in 1941, we have stipulated the following as 
the first standard which agency plans must meet : 

(1) Both supervisors and employees should have an opportunity to take part 
in developing and formulating the procedure. 

This is from page E2-1, Federal Personnel Manual. 

In the instructions that we issued in 1950 requiring agencies in the 
competitive service to establish systematic promotion plans, the first 
standard reads as follows: 

(a) In the development of the promotion program, employees shall be con- 
sulted on appropriate aspects of the program. 

This is from page A4—3, Federal Personnel Manual, 

I cite these standards to show that we not only believe in the prin- 
ciples of employee-management consultation but also strive to give 
them practical application. ‘The personnel directors of the Federal 
agencies agree with us that employees should be consulted on im- 
portant matters of personnel policy. On August 23, 1951, acting 
through the Federal Personnel Council, they unanimously adopted 
a statement of policy which includes the following paragraphs: 

(e) To provide for the fullest possible employee-management cooperation, 
representatives of organized employee groups should be encouraged and insofar 
as practicable may from time to time be requested, to discuss with officials 
of the agency questions of personnel policy of general interest to employees or 
other matters having to do with the interest and well-being of employees. Under- 
standings arrived at between officials of the agency and representatives of organ- 
ized employee groups or readjustments that may be effected must not conflict 
with applicable provisions of law or of civil service rules and regulations. 

(ft) Policies and procedures governing relationships with organized employee 
groups, as well as all other personnel policies should be published and available 
to all employees and copies should be furnished organized employee groups 
upon request, 

(g) Organized employee groups may make recommendations and proposals 
regarding any policy, regulation, administrative instruction, or practice affecting 
employment in the agency. The agency should consider carefully such proposals, 
recommendations, inquiries, or complaints presented by such groups and without 
undue delay take such action as is considered necessary and appropriate based 
on full and fair consideration of all the facts. The representative of the organ- 
ized employee group should be informed promptly of the action taken and the 
basis therefor. 

The Commission believes, however, that this entire subject is one 
which can best be regulated by administrative action within the execu- 
tive branch. We must recognize that union-management relation- 
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ships within the Federal service can never follow the precise patterns 
set by law for private employers in their collective bargaining with 
inion representatives. President Roosevelt, stanch supporter of 
union rights though he was, pointed this out in 1987 when he wrote 
to Mr. Luther Steward, president of the National Federation of 
Federal Employees: 

The desire of Government employees for fair and adequate pay, reasonable 
hours of work, safe and suitable working conditions, development of opportuni- 
ties for advancement, facilities for fair and impartial consideration and review 
of grievances, and other objectives of a proper employee rv lations policy, is 
basically no different from that of employees in private industry. Organization 
on their part to present their views on such matters is both natural and logical, 
but meticulous attention should be paid to the special relationships and obliga- 
tions of public servants to the public itself and to the Government. 

All Government employees should realize that the process of collective bar- 
gaining, as usually understood, cannot be transplanted into the public service 
It has its distinct and insurmountable limitations when applied to public-person- 
nel inanagement. The very nature and purposes of Government make it: im- 
possible for administrative officials to represent fully or to bind the employer 
in mutual discussions with Government-employee organizations. The employer 
is the whole people, who speak by means of laws enacted by their representatives 
in Congress. Accordingly, administrative officials and employees alike are 
governed and guided, and in many instances, restricted, by laws which establish 
policies, procedures, or rules in personnel matters. 

Specifically, the private employer sets his own personnel and man- 
agement policies through a board of directors. The need for laws to 
govern labor-management relationships in private industry stems to 
some extent from the fact that the employees deal only with the man- 
agement officials carrying out policies set by the boards of directors. 
These boards of directors are not available for consultation by em- 
ployee representatives, 

The situation in the Federal Government is considerably different 
from that in private industry for both management and for the em- 
ployee. Personnel management in the Federal Government basically 
is carried on under policies established by law. The Congress is the 
board of directors of the Federal service. The laws enacted by the 
Congress cannot be modified by executive officers and the latitude al- 
lowed them in the application of them is limited. Unlike the situa- 
tion in private employment the employee representatives have full 
and complete access to the Congress—the Federal Government’s board 
of directors—and are given a full opportunity to be heard on all per- 
sonnel policy matters. 

Therefore employees and Federal administrators find that they 

cannot profitably discuss basic salary policies, leave allowances, com- 
pensation for injuries, travel expenses, and many other factors rigidly 
controlled by statute. The area of discussion is greatly limited as 
compared to that in private business. 

I mentioned our standards governing the establishment of agency 
grievance procedures. These standards require that an employee 
should be unimpeded in presenting a grievance, and assured freedom 
from restraint, interference, coercion, discrimination, or reprisal. 
The employee has the right to designate a representative of his own 
choosing to present his grievance. Each agency is required to recog- 
nize the right of employees to join or refrain from joming employee 
organizations without interference, coercion, restraint, or reprisal, 
with the following exceptions: 
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(a) They may not join organizations which impose upon them an 
obligation to strike against the United States. 

(6) They shall not have membership in any organization which 
advocates the overthrow of our constitutional form of government. 

Thus we find that many of the rights which these bills are designed 
to assure are already provided by existing regulations. In addition, 
a number of Federal agencies such as the ‘Departme nt of Agriculture, 
Tennessee Valley Authority, Navy Department, Federal Communica. 
tions Commission, and Bonneville Power Administration have gone 
far beyond the requirements of formal regulations and have estab 
lished regular methods of consultation with their employees. 

If your committee nevertheless desires to make provision for legisla- 
tion on this subject, we have the following comments and suggestions 
on the proposed bills: 

Subsection (e) (1): As T have already indicated, statutory recogni 
tion of the right of emplovees or their representatives to present griev 
ances is unnecessary, in view of the existence of formal agency griey 
ance procedures. The punitive provisions also are unnecessary since 
agency heads now have full authority to remove or otherwise discipline 
officers or employees who violate statutes or regulations. Therefore. 
we recommend that the provisions of subsection (e) (1) be eliminated 
from the proposed legislat ion. The coverage provisiols of subsection 
(e) (1) are repeated by reference, in subsection (e) (2) and are dis 
cussed under that subsection, 

Subsection (e) (2): The Commission believes that Federal agencies, 
many of which are without experience in formal labor relations, should 
not be required to observe the full range of industry practice, includ 
ing majority representation and its attendant complexity of election 
procedures, which has been developed through years of union-manage- 
ment experience in private enterprise. For these reasons, we recom 
mend that the proposed legislation grant diseretion to each agency 
head to work out appropriate methods of employee consultation ac 
cording to the individual needs of his agency. 

Administration: The conditions under which employees could con 
fer with administrative officers should be expressed in regulations 
promulgated by the head of each department and agency. In this way 
agencies could establish orderly and mutually understood proce «lures 
for consultation with employees. To insure timely implementation of 
the basie provisions of the legislation, we recommend that the language 
provide for promulgation of such regulations within a definite time 
per lod. 

Membership solicitation and collection of dues: To accord with 
prevailing practice in private industry, we recommend that the pro- 
posed legislation provide for the solicitation of membership and col 
lection of fees or dues by representatives of employee organizations, 
but specify that such activity may be carried on only outside of regular 
working hours. 

We have proposed a suggested draft of language which might be 
substituted for H. R. 554 and H. R. 571, incorporating the changes | 
have recommended. In addition, we suggest that the Central Intell 
gence Agency, because of the special problems of that organization, 
be exempted from the provisions of these bills. 

I wish to emphasize my previous statements that no legislative 
action is required. The Commission has been informed that the 
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Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of this state- 
ment. 

Attached to my statement, Mr. Chairman, is the proposed substitute 
bill. I will read it if vou want me to do so. 

Mr. Karsten. That is the bill you referred to in your statement ? 

Mr. Ramspreck. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

(The proposed substitute bill is as follows :) 


Proposep SuBstTirurTe LANGUAGE FOR H. R. 554 anp H. R. 571 


(e) (1) Within six months after the effective date of this Act, the head of each 
department and agency shall, after giving officers or representatives of employee 
organizations having members in such department or agency an opportunity to 
present their views, promulgate regulations specifying the conditions under 
which employees may, without intimidation, coercion, interference, or reprisal, 
confer with officers designated by the head of the department or agency on mat- 
ters of policy affecting working conditions, safety, in-service training, labor- 
management cooperation, methods of adjusting grievances, appeals, granting 
of leave, promotions, demotions, rates of pay and reduction in force. Such 
regulations shall recognize the right of officers or representatives of employee 
organizations to solicit membership and collect fees or dues outside of regular 
working hours. 

Mr. Karsren. Are there any questions, Mr. Rhodes ? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes; 1 would like to ask some questions. 

Chairman Ramspeck, your position is somewhat different from the 
position taken by the Commission a year ago. It seems to me that 
they were in agreement if a few minor changes were made. Now it 
seems to me that your position is almost the reverse of the position 
taken by the Civil Service Commission before you became the Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Ramsrrck. That may be true, Mr. Rhodes. I am not familiar 
with what happened before I went to the Commission. However, this 
represents the unanimous opinion of the Commission at the present 
time. This statement was considered just this week by the three Com- 
missioners and unanimously agreed upon. 

My own feeling, spe aking for myself and not for the other members 
of the Commission, is that one of the difficulties in government today, 
Mr. Rhodes, is that the administrators are tied down with so many 
laws and things of that sort that we are being constantly criticized, 
both in Congress and out, because they say we are too slow, we do not 
do a good administrative job. 

Just yesterday, I think it was, the Washington Daily News had an 
editorial crucifying the Commission about a ‘reduction in force regu- 
lation without even mentioning the fact that we have to operate it under 
the veterans preference Jaw which Congress passed. If you want 
good government, if you want efficiency and economy in government, 
you have to give the management of the government some leeway to 
get it. 

Mr. Rnoprs. I am rather surprised with the position you take, be- 
cause I have had some experience in dealing with private industry, 
and that is pretty much the same position they took when they op- 
posed the collective-bargaining rights of their workers. 

It seems to me there is not too much difference whether people are 
in government employment or private industry. They should be 


entitled to certain rights. 
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I realize that the Congress makes the decisions on policy and on 
salaries but nevertheless, I do not think you can expect Congress to 
be concerned about every grievance that comes up. 

Mr. Ramspeck. I certainly would agree with you that Congress 
cannot be concerned about the individual grievances, but I think there 
is a vast difference between the public employee of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the employees of the United States Steel Corp., for in- 
stance. 

As I have tried to point out here in this statement, the employees 
in the Federal Government have daily access to you Members of Con- 
gress and they participate in forming the opinion which Congress 
expresses into law and which governs their relationships, the pay, the 
hours of work, and conditions of employment. They do not have this 
access in private industry. 

Mr. Ruopes. I know that in private industry, they take pretty much 
the same attitude, well, it is not necessary because you can always 
take up your grievance with the employer and you will have a fair 
hearing, but it is just an empty gesture, it does not mean anything 
unless they have a certain degree of right and an equal basis for mat- 
ter of discussion. 

Mr. Ramsveck. I think what you say about private industry was 
true 20 years ago, Mr. Rhodes. 1 was a member of the Congress when 
we passed the Wagner Act. I was one of those who helped draft it 
and support it. 1 also supported the Davis-Bason Act, the Walsh- 
Healey Act, and the Social Security Act, and all the legislation that 
was enacted during the past 20 years up to 1945. But [ do not think 
that the attitude of the private employer today is what it was 20 years 
ago. I think most of them have come to accept the principle of collec- 
tive bargaining. I would not say that they are happy about it in some 
instances, but they do accept the principle now. 

Mr. Ritopes. It seems to me that the position now is very incon- 
sistent between the policy of the past or the policy of the administra- 
tion on this matter. 

Mr. Ramsrrck. As I say, I cannot speak about the policy of last 
year because I was not there and I have never read it. 

I do not know what they said about it. This does represent the 
present view of the Commission. I think it is a sound position because 
we cannot engage in collective bargaining in the Federal Government 
on the same basis that employees of the United States Steel Corp. 
can, because the people with whom you do the bargaining are em- 
plovyees and also employers. Every one of the 214 million people 
who work for the Government is part of the employer group as well 
us the employee group. It is an entirely different situation. 

Mr. Ruopes. I realize that. However, in some of the other nations, 
and, I think Great Britain in particular, you will find that the system 
works pretty well. I do not believe you will find the same criticism 
so far as waste or corruption or inefficiency is concerned in British 
civil service as you will find in the United States. There they use 
that sort of system and they do not feel that in any way it is improper 
in Government service. They find it just as important in Government 
service as it is in dealings between labor and industry in private 
industry. 

Mr. Ramsreck. I do not claim to be an expert on the British gov- 
ernmental system, Mr. Rhodes, but it is my Impression from what I 
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do know about it that it is quite a different form of government from 
ours, there is much less detailed regulation of the relationship between 
the employees of the British Government and the government itself. 

We have detailed legislation here which deals with the rights of 
employees which they have helped to draft in appearances before 
Congress. 

In addition to that, I want to say this, that with all due respect, as 
far as I am concerned, I do not want any such government as they 
have in Great Britain, 

Mr. Ruoprs. 1 am not talking about a constitutional or parliamen- 
tary form of government, but certainly you would not say that every- 
think in that government was bad even though you might disagree 
with the government. It seems to me that Civil Service in the United 
States might look at the civil-service system in Great Britain as of 
some value to it, because there is a high standard of public service 
and they do not lave the spoils system such as we find in many of our 
local, State, and municipal governments; and in dealing with their 
Federal employees, they do have a very high standard of relationship 
between Government as the employer and the worker as the employee. 

Mr. Ramspeck. Yes: they do have a high standard, at least I have 
always understood that they had a high standard of public service 
in Great Britain. 

Most of their positions are under the civil-service system. 

I was told just recently that during this recent change of control 
of Parliament and of the Government, in one of the major depart- 
ments in the British Government only four jobs exchanged hands 
when the control changed, 

With that, IT agree. I do not know whether they have any such 
law as this in Great Britain or not. My guess would be that they 
would probably do it by regulation because they have less detailed 
legislation over there in their Government. They legislate principles 
perhaps more than we do. 

We go in for detailed legislation here. 

I think we are ina pretty serious situation in this world, Mr. Rhodes. 
I think the real problem before us and before the free nations of 
the world is whether we are going to be able to maintain our own 
economy and our own freedom, not because of any threat of war, but 
because of internal conditions. 

We have a Government here of 214 million employees. I do not 
know how many the British have but I know it is a vastly smaller 
number. Onur cost for personne} alone this year is going to exceed the 
total cost of our Government in 1940. We are not playing in a minor 
league; we are playing in the big leagues—we are playing in the 
World Series now. 

The question in my mind is whether we are going to destroy our- 
selves. I do not think we need any more detailed regulation of the 
relationship between employees and the Government. The employees 
are doing pretty well in this Government, and I do not know of any 
agency that is refusing to consult with its employees. 

Mr. Ruopes. TI realize that we have a different problem. 

However, I also believe that one of the fundamental principles of 
democracy is to have the people who are working in Government or 
out of Government have certain rights and it seems to me that in this 
country, not only in private industry, there is much lip service given 
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to collective bargaining and rights to organize, but actually, they 
feel there is a tremendous opposition to those rights. 

That thing is not so apparent in other countries where the industrial 
system is a lot older. 

It seems to me that we would be strengthening our economy and 
our democracy in giving reality to some of the things that we think 
about, the rights of employees to collective bargaining, and I do not 
know a better place to do that than in the Government itself. 

It does not seem consistent to me that we have the administration 
say that they believe in collective bargaining and then deny those 
same rights to their own employees. It does not make sense to me. 

Mr. Ramspeck. I respect your opinion, Mr. Rhodes, but I also re- 
spectfully disagree with you. I am sure that there are no working 
people or people that we call the employed class in any other country in 
the world that have made the progress, have had the standard of 
living, that the American workingman has. Regardless of whether 
the employers like collective bargaining or not, we have more people 
in labor unions. They have a higher standard of living: they get 
better wages: and thev produce more goods than any other people in 
any nation in the world. 

So I do not want to transplant into this country any of the prac- 
tices from some other country that has not been as successful as we 
have. 

Neither Great Britain nor any other country in the world has even 
touched the production of the American workingman. 

Mr. Ruopes. Then if that is the case, we should also deny to work- 
ers in private industry the same rights that you speak of. 

Mr. Rinreihicns. I do not think that follows. 

Mr. Ruopes. Because that is also practiced in these countries and 
verhaps the employers could say we are following the example of some 
Santas an country when we ask for collective-bargaining rights in 
private industry. It does not seem to fit the argument. 

Mr. Ramspeck. I do not think that follows, Mr. Rhodes, because, 
as I stated to you, I supported the Wagner Act and helped to draft it. 

I was the author of the amendment which set it up as a semi- 
judicial, independent board. The Senate passed the Wagner Act 
and they put it in the Department of Labor and I took it out with the 
help of the majority of the House. 

I am heartily in accord or in agreement with the basic principle 
that privately employed people should have the right to organize and 
bargain collectively, but to me there is a vast difference between that 
and what we have here. 

There are two differences, one of which T have already discussed, 
which is that public employees are dealing with other employees; and 
they are regulated in their working conditions, their pay, and hours 
of work. All those things which are usually the subject of collective 
bargaining are regulated by the Congress and by law. Therefore, 
there is nothing to bargain about as far as those things are concerned. 

In private industry back in the early 1930’s, when we considered 
the Wagner Act, it was well-known in this country that a vast ma- 
jority of the employers would not bargain with employees and would 
fire people who joined the union. We do not have any such situation 
in the Government, and have not had for 40 years. 
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Mr. Ruopes. But you have in your various agencies an instance 
where the head man refuses, who is reluctant to deal with employees 
Maybe there are only a few instances, but what redress do employees 
have if you do find that type of person in the agency ? 

Mr. Ramsreck. They have the redress of appealing above his head 
to his superior. They also have the right to come up here and talk 
to you and other Members of Congress, and that is very effective. 

Mr. Ruopes. It would be far more effective, however, if the matter 
could be discussed right there. 

Mr. Ramspreck. Certainly, | think they should discuss it with them. 
We have issued regulations to that effect. The Federal Personnel 
Council has agreed and has issued a statement to that effect, that they 
should consult with them. I agree they should. I do not think 
we need any law to do it. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Withrow. 

Mr. Wrrnrow. With respect to these instructions about which you 
speak, are those the instructions issued August 23, 1951 ¢ 

Mr. Ramsprck. The Federal Personnel Council, yes. The ones 
that the Commission issued were issued in 1941 first and in 1950, 

Mr. Wirnrow. You state here that: 

The personnel directors of the Federal agencies agree with us that employees 
should be consulted on important matters of personnel policy. On August 23, 
1951, acting through the Federal Personnel Council, they unanimously adopted 
a statement of policy which includes the following paragraphs— 
and then you go on and quote from it in your statement. 

Mr. Ramspreck. Yes. 

Mr. Wrrnrow. Both these bills, Mr. Rhodes’ and my own, were 
introduced in the early part of 1951. I believe you will have to admit 
with respect to Government employees there may be a lot of misunder- 
standings and discriminations within the several departments that 
are not being taken care of at the present time / 

Mr. Ramsreck. They have grievances, they are not always satisfied 
in the way they are settled. I do not think they would be if we had 
your bill passed. 

Mr. Wirirow. No, probably not, but at the same time, some of 
those grievances will be settled. 

Now, I do not agree with you, Mr. Ramspeck, in this. You say you 
want to reduce Government employment. I want to do that where 
it can be done, and I think a great deal can be done. I believe this 
is an indirect method of getting at a great deal of that unnee essary 
employment in the Government agencies because as is the case in the 

railroads where they have real collective bargaining and in industry 
where they have re: il collective barguining, there is a tendenc y to wash 
out those who are incompetent, both as supervisors and in the official 
capacities, in the railroad and likewise in industry. Why should that 
not work this way with Government employees as well ¢ 

Mr. Ramsreck. I do not know of my own knowledge of any wiping 
out of incompetent supervisors in private industry because the »y have 
the right of collective bargaining. 

Mr. Wrrurow. That is the way it works, Chairman Ramspeck. 

Mr. Ramsreck. I do not think it would result in anything of that 
sort in the Government. What I think we need in the Governme nt, 
to be x fectly frank about it—and I have said this publicly a num- 


ber of times since T have been Chairman of the Commission—is 








50 RECOGNITION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS 


stronger supervisors. We need supervisors who will furnish posi- 
tive leadership instead of drifting with the tide. 

Mr. Wirnrow. If a supervisor is continually having trouble with 
the employees under him, whether he is a small supervisor or whether 
he has a very responsible position, if he is continually having trouble 
with his employees, misunderstandings, or whatever you might call 
them, then would there not be a tendency to dispose of him and get 
him out of the service because he is incompetent and because he is 
having all these difficulties ? 

Mr. Ramsreck. It ought not to take any law to do that. The head 
of the agency ought to get rid of him. 

Mr. Wrrnrow. The fact remains that you are not doing it in the 
Government at the present time. One of the reasons is because you 
do not have a real employer-emplovee relationship and collective bar- 
gaining in the true sense of the word. 

Mr. Ramsreck. Do you mean to say that under your bill, Mr. With- 
row, the union could bargain about: the removal of the supervisor ? 

Mr. Wirnrow. No, I am not saying that. You are misconstruing 
my statement entirely. I say that if regular representatives of the 
employee unions are permitted to go before the proper people in the 
different departments with the grievances of the individual employees, 
then it will show up any misunderstandings, it will show up any dis- 
crimination on the part of the supervisor, with the result that you 
will have the benefif of that information, and T think it is very, very 
necessary. I have had a lot of complaints. 

Mr. Ramsrecn. I think they are permitted to do that now. 

Mr. Wrrnrow. You say that they are? 

Mr. Ramsrecn. Yes, I think they are. 

Mr. Wirnrow. But the employees say they are not doing it. Now 
you say that they are doing it—I do not know, they say it is not 
being done. 

Now, if it is being done, then why do you have objections to this 
bill? 

Mr. Ramsrerck. I have objections to it, Mr. Withrow, for the reasons 
which T stated in here. I do not think it is necessary. T think it un- 
necessarily ties the hands of the management of the Government. 
It consumes time in making decisions which will delay procedures, 
and we are already under criticism all through the country and in the 
halls of Congress for not making decisions more promptly now. 

Mr. Wirimrow. I cannot see how this would delay that, Chairman 
Ramspeck. I do not agree with vou at all. 

Mr. Ramspeck. I certainly respect your opinion, Mr. Withrow, 
but I just do not agree with it. 

Mr. Wrrnrow. You say that private industry is so different from 
Government. Now, in what respect is it different? T realize there is 
some difference in that in private industry the employees can strike, 
but that has been eliminated just about, has it not ? 

Mr. Ramsprck. T would not say it has been eliminated in private 
industry. 

Here is why it is different, Mr. Withrow: One of the major things 
about which private emplovee unions negotiate with the management 
is wages. Another is working conditions, also hours of labor, and 
pensions. Now, all of those things are controlled in the Federal serv- 
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ice by the Congress. No executive administrator in the Federal Gov- 
ernment can sit down and make any agreement about those things with 
any employee union. He has no authority to do it. That is why I 
say it is different. 

Mr. Wirnrow. | agree with you in that respect, but I do not agree 
with you in respect to discrimination and grievances in the different 
departments, and I think that is very, very important. 

1 think we have minimized the decline in Government morale. I 
think that is very, very important, and as long as you have this sort 
of relationship between the supervisors and the officials of the Depart- 
ment and the employees, you are just going to have trouble. 

For instance, | worked on the railroad for a long, long time, and 
I represented railroad employees in grievance committees and before 
legislators, and I found that the supervisors on the railroads are a 
great cleal more receptive than most of the supervisors in Government 
service, and there is a relationship between the supervisors on the 
railroad and the employees on the railroad who are working under 
them and there is no comparison between that feeling and the feeling 
that now exists between the employees and the supervisors in Govern- 
ment service. I think the Government supervisors, generally speaking, 
are quite autocratic. 

Mr. Ramsreck. Mr. Withrow, is it not true that most of the 
supervisors on the railroads belong to the unions ¢ 

Mr. Wrrnrow. No; it is not. 

Mr. Ramsreck. I have understood they did. Of course, I have not 
had the experience you have had. 

Mr. Wirnrow, That does not make a bit of difference. Some of 
them do. As a matter of fact, most of them do not. I guess some 
of them do, but they never attend any of the meetings. They do not 
have any grievance. ‘The only reason they would belong to the union 
is because they want the insurance benefits. They probably have a 
20-year endowment policy that they want to retain. But other than 
that, that has no relationship between their activities on the railroad 
and the relationship between themselves and the employees, none at all. 

So I think that you are overst ressing this difference between the 
employment in private industry and employment in Government. 

Mr. Ramsreck. We do have regulations on grievance procedures, 
Mr. Withrow, and have had for quite a long time in the Federal 
Government. If any ageney is not carrying it out, we shall be glad 
to know about it. I do not know of any specific cases myself where 
they are refusing to consult with employee representatives or with 
the employees themselves. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Lesinski / 

Mr. Lesinsxr. Chairman Ramspeck, I would like to make this 
statement: I respect your position. But in regard to this legislation 
I think there are some merits to it, maybe not in the same light that 
Mr. Withrow has stated, but in other respects that would be very 
helpful not only to you but to all of us. I do not think this indicates 
in any way that Tam strictly a prolabor person. Tam here to repre- 
sent all the people in my district. 

But in the light of a man who has been around and seen things. I 
think this offers advantages to the Government for this reason. 
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Any employee goes first to his union official and tells him that they 
ought to have so and so done. 

Somebody else comes to the union official and says that they ought 
to do it this way. 

In the meantime, it is thrashed out there. Then it goes to the super- 
visor. It saves work, because you have fewer people coming to you 
with different ideas. And we know that a lot of questions could be 
handled in the Government with more efficiency. 

Asa whole, there are places in Government where this could be done, 
(lifferent ideas thrashed out among the union oflicials first with respect 
to the department, and then they could go up to the head of the de- 
partment and say, “How about doing so and so?” That is my attitude. 

Mr. Ramsreck. Mr. Lesinski, I think that is what they are doing 
now. Maybe I am wrong, but I do not think any union leader in the 
Federal service is going to say that any Government official has refused 
to consult with him. I think what they are quarreling about probably 
is that they do not always do what they want them to do, and that 
would be true if you passed these bills. 

Mr. Lestnskt. That is true. The point is that it is up to the official 
in the department to thrash out which is better, yes or no, regardless 
of which way the argument stands. Whether it is union officials or 
Government officials, they should sit back and say, “That is the way it 
should be for the benefit of everybody.” 

- My primary reason for supporting this legislation, I am frank to 
say, is that the make-up of the Congress might change in Washington 
one of these days, and God help the poor workers that have to work. 

Mr. Ramsreck. You may be right about that, but I doubt it. We 
had the Fightieth Congress here, which was a Republican Congress. 
They came in with blood in their eyes and hatchets in their hands; 
they were going to chop down the Federal Government. I do not say 
this as a criticism of the Eightieth Congress. I think they tried, but 
they wound up with more employees than they started out with. 

Mr. Gross. But thev did balance the budget. 

Mr. Ramsprrck. I think perhaps that is right, sir. I do not re- 
member, 

Mr. Lesinskr. I can answer that, Mr. Congressman. 

The tax reduction by the Eightieth Congress came into effect a year 
or so later after the Eightieth Congress went out. 

The Eightieth Congress cut the taxes during their term, but the 
effect of it was during the Eighty-first Congress, when we went into 
the hole. 

Mr. Karsren. After Mr. Gross replies, I suggest that we return to 
the topic under discussion. 

Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Gross. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have one question. 

Is your statement concurred in by all the members of the Civil 
Service Commission ? 

Mr. Ramsrrck. Yes, sir. This prepared statement is the unani- 
mous decision of the three Commissioners. I made some remarks 
after I finished reading it before you came in, Mr. Gross, which were 
my own personal opinions. 

Mr. Karsten. I have a few questions, Chairman Ramspeck, which 
I would like to ask to clarify the record. 
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In no place in this statement do I find that the Civil Service Com- 
nussion 1s opposed to this legislation. You recommend an alterna- 
tive, 

Mr. Ramsreck. We say twice in here, I think, that we do not believe 
any legislation is necessary. 

Mr. Karsren. The position of the Civil Service Commission is that 
you do not feel legislation is necessary but that you are not 
Opposing it. 

Mr. Ramsrrck. We are opposing it as the bills are drafted, cer- 
tainly. We offer an alternative here if the committee disagrees with 
our opposition. 

Mr. Karsren. As I see it, from the explanations that I have heard 
of these bills, they are aimed at the improvement of grievance pro- 
cedures primarily. That would be a rather limited field in which 
they would operate. 

Could you tell me how many grievances now come before the Civil 
Service Commission on an annual basis¢ Just give us a rough 
figure, 

Mr. Ramsrrck. If I construe the term “grievance procedures” as I 
think you are, the Commission has no authority over that sort of 
thing. 

) «. Karsren. I was under the impression that the final appeal 
mignt be made to the Civil Service Commission where there is a 
grievance. 

Mr. Ramsreck. We have appellate jurisdiction in veterans’ prefer- 
ence cases and reduction-in-force matters, discrimination based on 
race, religion, or politics. 

Mr. Karsren. But that would be a rather limited field in the over- 
all picture? 

Mr. Ramsrreck. Yes. 

Mr. Karsren. Now the Commission is not opposed to the principle 
which this bill seeks to accomplish, is it ¢ 

Mr. Ramsrrex. We are certainly not opposed to the consultation 
bet ween union leaders and employees. 

Mr. Karsren. Asa matter of fact, that goes on with your sanction ¢ 

Mr. Ramsreck. Yes, sir, and we have regulations which say that 
both supervisors and employees should have an opportunity to take 
part in the development and formulation of procedures—that is, 
grievance procedures about which we are talking. 

Mr. Karsren. I take it from that that your objection does not go 
so much to the merits of the bill but rather to the fact that you do not 
need it; is that the answer? 

Mr. Ramspeck. That is true, but we do object to the mandatory 
features of the proposed legislation. 

Mr. Karsten. In your statement, you say that it might be well to 
exempt the Central Intelligence Agency. I do not find any such 
exemption in this draft you have proposed. Do you recommend that 
that be further changed to inelude that ? 

Mr. Ramspeck. I would say “Yes,” speaking only for myself. I 
think if this substitute were adopted, it would be as important as 
it would be if you proposed to report one of the bills which are before 
the committee. I am frank to say to you, Mr. Chairman, that I do 
not know too much about the Central Intelligence Agency. I have 
the impression that it is a very secret operation and it ought not to 
he placed under any such legislation as this. 
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Mr. Karsten. In your substitute, then, you would recommend a 
further change to exempt their activities ? 

Mr. Ramspveck. I think it would be well to do that, because they 
have an operation which I guess is a necessity under the present world 
conditions but it is something quite different from anything we have 
ever had until recently. 

Mr. Karsren. That is borne out by a letter which I have just been 
handed from General Hillenkoetter, in which he asks that that agency 
be exempted. 

Mr. Ramsrrcx. I would say “Yes” to the question, that we put in 
this proposal an exemption for them. 

Mr. Karsren. Mr. Rhodes ? 

Mr. Ruopes. T would like to ask you, Chairman Ramspeck, whether 
you oppose in principle the employees being represented by an official 
of the particular organization to which he belongs. 

Mr. Ramsprck. No, sir: I do not. 

Mr. Ruoprs. You say that your Commission is in full agreement. 
Are you aware of the fact that the Commission previously took a 
different position ? 

Mr. Ramsprck. No, sir. I personally am not aware of what posi- 
tion they took before, but this paper which I just read to you was 
discussed and agreed upon last Tuesday by the three Commissioners. 

Mr. Karsren. If there are no further questions, we are greatly in- 
debted to you, Chairman Ramspeck, for your fine contribution this 
morning. 

Mr. Ramsreckx. Thank you very much, Mr. Congressman. IT am 
glad to be here. 

Mr. Karsren. [ should like to call Mr. Clinton B. Uttley, Executive 
Director, Bureau of Post Office Operations, and Mr. Roy C. Frank, 
Solicitor of the Post Office Department. 


STATEMENT OF CLINTON B. UTTLEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF POST OFFICE OPERATIONS, ACCOMPANIED BY ROY C. 
FRANK, SOLICITOR, POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Urriry. Mr. Chairman, the Postmaster General has asked me 
to present the views of the Post Office Department on the proposed 
bills, H. R.556 and H. R. 571. 

This legislation proposes that— 
officers or representatives of national organizations representing a majority of 
the employees of a department or agency or subdivision of such department or 
agency 
may present grievances on behalf of their members without restraint, 
coercion, interference, intimidation, or reprisal, and that adminis- 
trative officers would be required to confer with such representatives 
on matters of policy relating to working conditions, safety, in-service 
training, labor-m: thagement | cooperaation, method of adjusting griev- 
ances, appeals, granting of leave. promotions, demotions, rates of pay, 
and reduction in force at the request of the representatives. It pro- 
vides further that such officers or representatives will have the right 
to solicit membership, collect fees or dues, or carry on any other lawful 
activity without intimidation, coercion, interference, or reprisal. 

The present detailed instructions relating to the presentation of 
grievances, based on an order of the Postmaster General, provide an 
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orderly procedure for any employee to present a grievance covering 
any situation. By this method an employee, if he feels the decision 
reached by lesser oflicials is not equitable or fair, can eventually appeal 
the matter to the Postmaster General for final decision. The em- 
ployee is not required to be a member of any employee organization, 
and has the right to be represented by a committee of employees he 
selects. He makes these presentations without restraint, coercion, in 
terference, intimidation, or reprisal. 

National officers of employee organizations are provided opportunt- 
ties of conferring with administrative officers on all matters of policy 
affecting employees. Local officers of employee organizations are 
given a “hearing by the postmasted or other administrative official at 
the local level at any time such a request is made. Free discussion of 
local problems is encouraged. 

The right of officers or representatives to solicit membership, col- 
lect fees or dues, or to carry on any other lawful activity is not ques- 
tioned as long as such actions do not interfere with the normal op- 
eration of the postal service. 

This legislation would provide for representation of members of 
employee organizations only, and might possibly force all employees 
to join an organization in order to obtain the same consideration and 
treatment in ‘dealing with administrative officials. 

It is the opinion of this Department that the circumstances covered 
by this legislation are adequately handled at this time and that such 
legislation is not necessary. Further, the wording beginning with the 
word “shall” in line 13 on page 2 of H. R. 571 and line 14 on page 2 
of H. R. 544 could easily lead to the soliciting of membership, collecting 
of fees and dues, and other activities during oflicial working hours and 
would interfere with official duties of employees and proper operation 
of the postal service. 

The present law recognizes the right of employees to become 
members of employee organizations and provides necessary protection 
to such employees inc ident to legitimate activities therem. During 
the many years this law has been in operation the Department’s rela- 
tionship with employee organizations has on the whole been amicable. 
The Department and its representatives are always willing to discuss 
problems in which responsible employee organizations have an interest 
at any time the representatives request such a discussion. Because of 
this it is my opinion that this legislation is superfluous and _ its 
enactment would serve no useful purpose. 

The provisions of subsection (e) (2) are not only ambiguous but 
virtually impossible to administer. In each of the larger post oflices 
there are several organizations purportedly representing each group 
of employees. In many cases the organization is purely local in char- 
acter and is not represented by membership at any oflice except that 
one. The list of items enumerated in subsection (e) (2)—that this 
legislation would require the postmaster or his representative to discuss 
with each of the organizations—covers the entire field of adminis- 
tration in the post office. ‘To attempt to discuss each small item or 
phase of such matters of policy before undertaking a change any time 
would be virtually impossible. Further, the several organizations 
representing the same group would not always agree, which would 
furthern lengthen the arguments and discussions required by this 
proposed legislation. 
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The right of officers or representatives to solicit membership, collect. 
fees or dues is also ambiguous. Under the wording of this proposed 
law any employee could organize his own union and immediately 
devote his entire time to collecting fees, or soliciting membership, if the 
law were interpreted to mean that this subsection gave him that right 
regardless of whether he was or was not on duty. 

It also is noted that the legislation does not define the “officers or 
representatives” who would represent the employees. Employee 
organizations are mostly national in scope and the officers and repre- 
sentatives of such organizations comprise a large list of persons from 
the national offices down to the loc a committee. To reduce the em- 
ployee relations policy to law, as proposed by this legislation, without 
defining the “officers or representatives” who would have mandatory 
rights to present grievances would tend to confuse rather than clarify 
the situation. 

Legislation of this nature will so encroach upon the administrative 
functions and responsibility of the Department, postmasters and others 
charged with the administration of the postal service, that it would 
very seriously hamper the economic administration of this service 

In view of the foregoing, this Department is strongly opposed to 
the enactment of this legislation. 

Mr. Karsren. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Uttley ‘ 

Mr. Urriey. Except to say that there are at the present time 17 
postal organizations that we do business with, with whom we have 
promulgated a grievance procedure that has been in effect since August 
1941, and that the members of any and all of those organizations are 
in our Department daily presenting some grievances, or not necessarily 
grievances but defending some employees who are up for disciplinary 
action. 

Mr. Karsren. Do these procedures to which you refer follow a pat- 
tern similar to that as outlined in the bills ¢ 

Mr. Urriry. Quite similar. The Postmaster General's Order No. 
16112, dated August 21, 1941, which is in the manual of instructions 
to postal employees, to which all employees have access, explains to 
them the procedure of filing grievances and appeal, if necessary. to 
the Postmaster General. 

Mr. Karsten. That would indicate that the Post Office Department 
is not against this proposal in principle. I did not hear you say that. 

Your objection seems to be based on the fact that the bill is un- 
necessary. 

Mr. Urriey. That is correct. 

We consider it is sufficiently. covered in United States Code, title 
V, section 652, and the regulations based thereon. 

Mr. Karsten. But you are not opposed to the principles or the ob- 
jectives ¢ 

Mr. Urriry. Concerning grievances, of employees, we are not op- 
posed to that or to listening to anything they propose. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Rhodes, do you have any questions / 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you believe, Mr. Uttley, that this would make 
necessary dealing with more than 17 organizations ¢ 

Mr. Urriey. We do not know. We believe that these proposed acts 
as written would tend to further delay and harass the administration 
of the service. 

Mr. Ruopes. You prefer then that there be fewer organizations? 
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M. Urriey. I would not speak on that. I am merely speaking on 
the fact that there are at present 17 of them. 

Mr. Ruopes. I did not have any more to say except just one thing, 
that I am a bit surprised, these are arguments that I have heard so 
often in the past, but I did not think that it would come from this 
agency of the Government. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Rhodes, I should like to point out that I have 
not heard from any agency the statement that they are opposed to the 
principle of the bill. 

They seem to be opposed to it, in my mind, on the grounds that it 
is unnecessary. 

Mr. Ritopes. I understand that. 

What surprises me is that there are a number of agencies that pre- 
viously favored the legislation that have reversed themselves. [just 
wonder why that it, why there is this about face. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Gross ¢ 

Mr. Gross. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether Mr. Uttley was 
asked this question. Iam sorry I did not ask it of Mr. Ramspeck when 
he was here. 

I note in his statement that President Roosevelt opposed this type 
of legislation. 

Do you know whether the present occupant of the White House 
ge this type of legislation ? 

Mr. Urriery. I could not speak for him; no, sir. 

Mr. Karsren. If there are no further questions, we thank you 
very much, Mr. Uttley. 

Mr. Urruey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Karsten. I would like to call Mr. C. Spencer Platt, Chief of 
Personnel Activities, Bureau of the Budget, and Mr. Charles F. 
Parker, organization and methods examiner, Bureau of the Budget. 


STATEMENTS OF C. SPENCER PLATT, CHIEF OF PERSONNEL ACTIVI- 
TIES GROUP, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET ; AND CHARLES F. PARKER, 
ORGANIZATION AND METHODS EXAMINER, BUREAU OF THE 
BUDGET 


Mr. Piarr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am here 
at the direction of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget in order 
to transmit his reply to your request for the Bureau’s views on H. R. 
554 and H, R, 571. 

With the permission of the committee, I shall read his reply. 

Mr. Karsten. We shall be happy to hear it. 

Mr. Puarr (reading) : 

My Ioear Mr. Murray: In response to the committee’s request, the Bureau of 
the Budget is pleased to present the following comments concerning H. R. 554 
and H. R. 571, identical bills to amend section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912, as 
amended, with respect to the recognition of organizations of postal and Federal 
employees. 

The general purpose of these bills appears to be to give formal recognition to 
the right of representatives of Federal employee organizations to present griev- 
ances and to consult with departmental officials on matters of personnel policy. 

The Bureau of the Budget believes that departmental officials should consult 
with their employees on matters of personnel policy which come within their 
jurisdiction. It is our understanding that agency employee grievance procedures 
established as required under Executive Order 9830, of February 24, 1947, are 
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now in effect in all departments and agencies, as approved by the Civil Service 
Commission, It is our further understanding that procedures for consulting 
with employees on matters of personnel policy are in effect in a great many of 
the departments. It appears, therefore, that further improvements in grievance 
procedures and in employee consultation procedures may be accomplished with- 
out additional legislation. It is believed that in these matters as in other areas 
of administration, the departments and agencies should be permitted to work 
cut problems arising under varying operating conditions. 

If your committee desires to make a further declaration of legislative policy, 
we would like to point out certain problems which are presented by the language 
of H.R. 554 and HE. R. STi as now written. 

1. These bills would prohibit any regulation or restraint on the presentation 
of grievances to agency officials, and would require any agency official to confer 
ut any time with employee organizations at the request of the latter. It is be 
lieved these rights should be exercised in an orderly manner, and within regular 
procedures established by agency heads after consultation with employee organ- 
izations. . experience in these matters is gradually being built up in the Federal 
service under the existing grievance procedures. 

2. The rights would be limited in the bills to organizations representing a 
majority of employees of a department or subdivision. It is believed that a 
statutory requirement for majority representation in all agencies immediately, 
with the attending complexities of election, would not be wise. On the other 
hand no action should be taken to eliminate majority representation where it 
now exists. 

3. The right of employee organizations to solicit membership and collect fees 
and dues is recognized in the bills. Although these rights should not be denied, 
it is believed that such activity should be conducted outside regular working 
hours, 

4. In recognition the right of officers and representatives of employee organiza- 
tions to represent members, these bills do not mention the consent of the em- 
ployee to such representation. Under existing Civil Service Commission and 
departmental grievance provisions, employees may be represented by persons 
of their own choice, 

It is believed these problems are overcome in the substitute language submitted 
to your committee by the Civil Service Commission. In matters in this area, 
the Bureau of the Budget regards the Civil Service Commission as having 
primary leadership in the executive branch. Therefore, if your committee de- 
sires to take action on this matter, the Bureau of the Budget recommends 
that serious consideration be given to the Commission's approval, 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. Lawton, Director 


Mr. Karsren. That isa letter from Mr. Lawton; is that correct ? 

Mr. Puarr. Yes, Mr. Chairman, that is correct. 

Mr. Karsren. Now, in listening to the letter, 1 do not find that the 
Bureau of the Budget is opposed to the bill with the exception of 
your technical changes that you recommend. 

Is that the position of the Bureau of the Budget / 

Mr. Puarr. Yes, Mr. Chairman, the letter states that the Bureau 
does believe that the departmental officials should consult with their 
employees on matters of personnel policy coming within their 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. Karsren. That seems to be the major premise of the letter. 

Let me ask you, based on your experience with the Buerau of the 
Budget, do you know whether we have any situation at the present 
time where we have Government employees belonging to unions? 

I have in mind perhaps the machinists in the Washington Navy 
Yard and your trades. Do they belong to unions ? 

Mr. Puarr. Mr. Cheirman, I am not personally informed concern- 
ing the instance of any organization, but it is my understanding that 
there are many employee organizations. 

Mr. Karsten. I am speaking of unions. 











RECOGNITION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS oY 


Mr. Puarr. Yes, sir; that is my understanding, that there are. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Rhodes, do you have any questions / 

Mr. Ruopes. No. 

Mr. Gross. I would like to ask a question. 

I see that President Roosevelt opposed this type of legislation. Do 
you know whether President Truman likewise opposes it 4 

Mr. Pravr. The position of the Civil Service Commission and of 
the Bureau of the Budget that no legislation in this area is neces- 
sary is a position which accords with the program of the President. 

Mr. Karsren. We generally regard the Bureau of the Budget very 
often as speaking for the President in these matters, and are we cor 
rect in assuming that vou are speaking for the President in these 
matters / 

Mr. Puarr. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Karsven. Are there any further questions / 

If not, thank you very much for your contribution. 

Mr. Puarr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kirsten. I should next like to call Mr. William C. Valdes, 
Deputy Chief, Employee Relations Division and Directorate of 
Civilian Personnel, Department of Air Force, representing the De 
partment of Defense. 

Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Valdes ¢ 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. VALDES, DEPUTY CHIEF, EMPLOYEE 
RELATIONS DIVISION, AND DIRECTORATE OF CIVILIAN PER- 
SONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF AIR FORCE 


Mr. Vaupes. Yes. 

Mr. Karsrenx. We shall be happy to hear you. 

Mr. Vauors. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
am William C. Valdes. I have been designated as the representative 
of the Department of Defense to state its position on H. R. 554 and 
H. RR. 571. 

The Department of Defense concurs in the broad objectives of 
H.R. 55f and H.R. 571.) The three military departments have for 
many years recognized the right of employees to join unions and 
other employee organizations and have encouraged the representatives 
of such organizations to confer with management representatives 
on matters of mutual interest, such as those listed in lines 11 through 
l4 of H. R. 554.) Provision for such consultation is contained in the 
regulations of all three military departments. We believe these poli- 
cies are being effectively carried out in the Department of Defense 
and it was with great pleasure that we noted that Mr. Luther Steward, 
president of one of the largest organizations of Federal employees, 
testified to this subcommittee on August 14, 1951, that the military 
departinents are a leading light in the field of employee-management 
relations. 

While the Department of Defense is wholeheartedly in agreement 
with the principles embodied in H. R. 554 and H. R. 571 it strongly 
urges modification of this legislation because some of the language 
of the bill might result in serious administrative difficulties, misun- 
derstandings, and unnecessary friction. 

Subsection (e) (1), we beheve, unintentionally provides a wholly 
unrestrained statutory right to present grievances in any way that 
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representatives of employee organizations see fit without regard to 
established procedures or channels. This wording may lead to ex- 
orbitant demands upon the time of administrative offices when it is 
considered that there are thousands of officials of employee organiza- 
tions at various administrative levels throughout the Federal Govern- 
ment. In some installations of the Department of Defense, for ex- 
ample, there are over 20 employee organizations representing the 
employees of that installation. Under the present wording of H. R. 
554 and H. R. 571 any effort to channel or schedule conferences in 
accordance with administrative needs could conceivably make the 
officials concerned subject to the punitive provisions of this legisla 
tion. 

The punitive provisions of subsection (e) (1) would, we believe, 
result in charges and countercharges, create friction, and hinder rather 
than encourage the growth of the team concept of sound employee- 
management cooperation. It is recommended that the punitive pro- 
visions be eliminated from the bills. These provisions would make 
administrative officials subject to mandatory penalty action regard- 
less of how trivial the offense involved. Tit addition, we see no need 
for such a legislative provision since the heads of departments already 
have sufficient administrative authority to enforce compliance through 
disciplinary or other action. 

The provisions in subsection (e) (1) which refer to “national or- 
ganizations representing a majority of the employees” are also con- 
sidered undesirable because they appear to grant unfair preferential 
rights to “national organizations” to the exclusion of local employee 
organizations. It is noted that some unions already have objected to 
this provision in the hearings held by this subcommittee on August 
14. In addition to the inequity of this provision, difficult adminis- 
trative problems are certain to arise when one national organization 
claims to represent the majority of the employees of the department on 
a Nation-wide basis and in which local organizations represent the 
majority of the employees in individual subdivisions thereof. ‘This 
is particularly true in such large, decentralized organizations as the 
three military establishments. 

The last four lines of subsection (e) (2) are so broad as to appar- 
ently permit employee organizations to solicit membership and collect 
dues during regular working hours. Statutory authority to carry on 
union business of that type during regular working hours is not con- 
sidered desirable since it could result in employees absenting them- 
selves from their work for extended periods of time to engage in such 
activities. This could result in interference with the work perform- 
ance both of the individuals conducting union business and the em- 
ployees whom they approach. Discussion of grievances and confer- 
ences with management officials, of course, are properly conducted 
during working hours. 

I would like to reiterate that the Department of Defense would in- 
terpose no objection to this legislation provided the language is re- 
vised to meet the objections I have outlined. 

It is our belief that such modifications will not in any way change 
the basie principles of H. R. 554 and H. R. 571 but on the contrary 
will make these bills administratively sound and workable. 

Mr. Karsten. Now, the Department of Defense has followed these 
principles in its operation over the years, has it not ‘ 
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Mr. Vannes. For many years. 

Mr. Karsren. And would favor a continuation of the same type of 
principles ¢ 

Mr. Vavpes. That is right. We would not like, however, to get into 
some difficulties over the wording of this bill, but aside from that—— 

Mr. Karsten. But you certainly favor the objectives that are sought 
in the legislation ¢ 

Mr. Vauprs. We strongly endorse them in our present regulations. 

Mr. Karsren. At the Navy Yard we have a great many machinists 
emploved. Could you tell us whether or not most of them belong to 
unions ¢ 

Mr. Vaupes. They certainly do. At one time [T was a labor rela 
tions superintendent at the Portsmouth Navy Shipyard where the As- 
sociation of Machinists was the strongest union, I believe. 

Mr. Karsten. Does the Government recognize the International 
Association of Machinists as their bargaining organization in eriev- 
ance matters and other problems that arise there 

Mr. Vanes. Not as the exclusive bargaining agent, but as an agent 
representing their members. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Withrow ¢ 

Mr. Wrrurow. | notice that your statement states: 

It is noted that some unions already have objected to this provision in the 
hearings held by this subcommittee on August 14. 

That refers to the provisions in subsection (e) (1). 

Now, I was here at that time, and I recall only one organization, 
and they were not opposed to it. They did say with respect to their 
relationship with the Post Office Department they had no complaint. 

Now, I do not know of any other union organizations that have ap- 
peared against this bill. 

Mr. Vauprs. I did not mean to imply that. 

Mr. Wrrnirow. [may be wrong. 

Mr. Vavors. I did not mean to imply they were opposing this bill, 
but. one—it may have been one; I thought it was more—of the smaller 
unions, I believe it was, indicated that the particular phrase we are 
referring to, that is, the national organizations saneamiatioel the ma- 
jority of the employees of the Department, should be changed to indi- 
cate that all unions, whether they are local or national, would have an 
equal right to represent their members. That was the point. and not 
in Opposition to the bill. 

Mr. Wrrnrow. Here it says: 

It is noted that some unions already have objected to this provision in the 

hearings held by this subcommittee on August 14. 
You say “unions,” and there is only one that appeared here, and they 
did not particularly object to this provision. They did not object to 
the bill, but they said that their relationship with the Department was 
a good relationship, and they had no complaint. 

Now, I think you are a little bit in error. I think your statement 
isa little strong in that respect. 

Mr. Vauprs. I do not have the statements of the individual unions. 

Mr. Ruopes. The gentleman is right. Mr. Withrow: there have 
been requests that that phraseology be eliminated. 
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Mr. Wrrnrow. That had slipped my mind, then. I stand corrected 
on that. 

Mr. Vaupes. I was present at those hearings, and that is my memory 
of the hearings. 

Mr. Karsten. If there are no further questions, we thank you very 
much for your contribution. 

Mr. Vaipes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Karsten. We were also to hear from a representative of the 
General Accounting Office this morning, Mr. Lindsay Warren. Un- 
fortunately, Mr. Warren was not able to come. 

He did send a letter. 

Unless there is objection, I suggest that we place his letter in the 
record at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNItep Srates, 
Washington 25, March 6, 1952. 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
Hlouse of Representatives. 

My Drar Mr. CratrmMan: Reference is made to your letter of February 11, 
1952, acknowledged by telephone February 15, enclosing Copies of H. R. 554, 
entitled, “A bill to amend section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912, as amended, 
with respect to the recognition of organizations of postal and Federal employees,” 
and requesting a report thereon. 

The first part of the proposed amendment to the act of August 24, 1912, would 
provide that the right of officers or representatives of national organizations 
representing a majority of the employees of a department or agency or subdivi- 
sion thereor, to present grievances in behalf of their members is recognized 
without restraint, coercion, interference, intimidation, or reprisal, and any vio- 
lution of such right on the part of an administrative officer would be cause for 
his suspension or removal or such other punitive action as the head of a depart- 
ment or agency may deem advisable. The second portion of the bill would re- 
quire administrative officers to confer with representatives of said organiza- 
tions, upon request, in regard to matters of policy affecting working conditions, 
safety, in-service training, labor-management cooperation, methods of adjusting 
evrievances, appeals, granting of leave, promotions, demotions, rates of pay, and 
reduction in force, and would further require the recognition of the right of the 
representatives of said organization to solicit membership, collect dues, or carry 
on any other lawful activity without intimidation, coercion, interference, or 
reprisal. 

The proposed legislation is identical with that introduced under 8S, 3202, 
Righty-first Congress, second session, and 8S. 408 and S. 563, Bighty-second Con- 
gress, first session, upon which reports were submitted on April 3, 1950, February 
S, 1951, and February 28, 1951, respectively, to the chairman, Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service, United States Senate. While the reports referred to 
were unfavorable to the contemplated legislation and the respective bills failed 
of enactreent into law and repeated and persistent efforts to put such legislation 
on our statute books impels me to set forth with more emphasis basic reasons 
why H. R. 554 or any other bill containing similar proposals should not become 
law. 

Even a cursory examination of H. R. 554 discloses that those seeking its 
enactment fail to recognize or choose to ignore the sharp distinction between 
industry and Government. Industry is responsible to its owners, or share- 
holders, for profits. In Government there are no profits. It is the taxpayers’ 
dollars which are being spent. The Government is responsible to every citizen 
of the United States—primarily through the duly elected representatives of such 
citizenry, the Congress—for good government. It is unthinkable that private 
groups or organizations should be clothed with statutory authority to inter- 
fere with administration of Government agencies and continuity of govern- 
mental operations to the detriment of the citizens and taxpayers of this country 
as a whole. The bill in its present form may seem innocuous, but it could be 
the entering wedge susceptible of being strengthened from time to time until 
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it becomes a powerful tool in the hands of a local or national private organi- 
zation. 

Although the ostensible purpose of the bill is to protect employees, whatever 
“protection” it might afford would be the wrong kind and for the wrong people. 
It has been my observation over a long period of years that the honest, capable, 
and conscientious Government employees—who are in the great majority—need 
no such protection as the bill would purport to give. The plain fact of the matter 
is that the bill well could operate to help keep incompetent and even dishonest ent 
ployees on the public payroll. 

The bill is not necessary. Few departments or agencies aside from the postal 
service have a majority of administrative employees (as distinguished from 
employees in the trades) who belong to organizations which could represent them 
as contemplated by the bill. The regulations of the Civil Service Commission 
now provide for the hearing of grievances from employees in the various de- 
partments and agencies. Statutes, or regulations of the Commission, control 
reductions in force, the granting of leave, promotions, demotions, rates of pay, 
efficiency ratings, and appeals from such actions. If the action involves pos- 
sible loss of compensation, the employee may file a claim in the General Ac- 
counting Office or pursue the matter in the Court of Claims. 

The bill also is objectionable for other reasons. It does not specify who is 
to determine culpability of an administrator for the offenses referred to in 
subsection (e) (1). Subsection (e) (2) contains no restriction against the 
carrying on of union activities during official working hours at public e° pense. 
Undoubtedly it would have a tendency to mark and emphasize a distinction 
between employees and uwdministrators which in reality does not exist and this 
would create an atmesphere conducive to discord and destruction of morale. 

I am firmly convinced that approval of this bill would result in harassment 
and delay in efficient administration and would result in a considerable expense 
to the Government with no compensating benefit. From the standpoint of public 
interest I can find no merit whatever in the bill and most strongly recommend 
against its enactment into law. 

Sincerely yours, 
Linpsay C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 6, 1952. 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Murray: In response to the committee’s request, the Bureau of 
the Budget is pleased to present the following comments concerning H. R. 554 
and H. R. 571, identical bills “To amend section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912, 
as amended, with respect to the recognition of organizations of postal and Fed- 
eral employees.” 

The general purpose of these bills appears to be to give formal recognition 
to the right of representatives of Federal employee organizations to present 
grievances und to consult with departmental officials on matters of personnel 
policy. 

The Bureau of the Budget believes that departmental officials should consult 
with their employees on matters of personnel policy which come within their 
jurisdiction. It is our understanding that avency employee grievance procedures 
established as required under Exectuive Order 9830, of February 24, 1947, are now 
in effect in all departments and agencies, as approved by the Civil Service Com- 
mission. It is our further understanding that procedures for consulting with 
employees on matters of personnel policy are in effect in a great many of the 
departments. It appears, therefore, that further improvements in grievance 
procedures and in employee consultation procedures may be acomplished without 
additional legislation. It is believed that in these matters, as in other areas of 
administration, the departments and agencies should be permitted to work out 
problems arising under varying operating conditions. 

If your committee desires to make a further declaration of legislative policy, 
we would like to point out certain problems which are presented by the language 
of H. R. 554 and H. R. 571 as now written. 
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1. These bills would prohibit any regulation or restraint on the presentation of 

grievances to agency officials, and would require any aucency official to confer 
wt any time with employee organizations at the request of the latter. It is be- 
heved these rights should be exercised in an orderly manner, and within regular 
procedures estiblished by agency heads after consultation with emiplovee organi 
zations. Experience in these matters is esradually being built up in the Federal 
service under the existing grievance procedures. 
2. The rights would be limited in the bills to organizations representing a ma- 
Jovity of employees of a departinent or subdivision. It is believed that a statn- 
tory requirement for majority representation in all agencies immediately. with 
the attending complexities of election, would not be wise. On the other hand 
no action should be taken to eliminate Inajority representation where it now 
eXISLS, 

3. The right of employee organizations to solicit nembership and colleet fees 
and dues is recognized in the bills. Although these rights should not be denied. 
it is believed that such activity should be conducted outside regular working 
hours. 

4. In recognizing the right of officers and representatives of employee organi 
Zitions to represent members, these bills do not mention the consent of the 
employee to such representation. Under existing Civil Service Commission and 
departmental grievance provisions, employees may be represented by persons of 
their own choice. 

It is believed these problems are overcome in the substitute language submitted 
to your committee by the Civil Service Commission. In matters in this area. 
the Bureau of the Budget regards the Civil Service Commission as having pri- 
mary leadership in the executive branch. Therefore, if your committee desires 
to take action on this matter, the Bureau of the Budget recommends that serious 
consideration be given the Commission's proposal. 

Sincerely yours, 
EF. J. Lawton, Director. 


PPS: CVD: com 
; Civin SERVICE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C... Tuped September 11, 1951 
Hlon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives, 213 Old House Office Building. 

Dear Mr. Murray: This is in further reference to your requests of January 
16 and 25, 1951, respectively, for reports of the Commission's views on H.R. 571 
und H.R. 554, bills “To amend section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912. as amended, 
with respect to the recognition of organizations of postal and Federal enployees.” 

These identical bills would add a new subsection to section 6 of the act of 
August 24, 1912, as amended. Paragraph (e) (1) of the new subsection would 
provide for recognition of the right of officers or representatives of national 
organizations representing a majority of the employees of a department or agency 
or subdivision of such department or agency, to present grievances in behalf of 
their members without restraint, coercion, interference, intimidation, or reprisal, 
and for punitive action in the event of violation of such rights on the part of 
an administrative official, Paragraph (e) (2) would require administrative 
officers, at the request of officers or representatives of the employee organiza 
tions cited in paragraph (e) (1), to: (1) confer, either in person or through 
designated representatives, with such officers or representatives on matters of 
policy affecting working conditions, safety, in-service training, ete.; and (2) 
recognize the right of such officers or representatives to solicit: membership, 
collect fees or dues, or carry on any other lawful activity, without intimidation, 
coercion, interference, or reprisal. 

The primary purpose of the proposed legislation is to bring about formal 
recognition and implementation of the right of representatives of lFrederal em 
ployee organizations to consult with agency management on various matters of 
personnel policy. The Commission is in accord with this objective, but believes 
that the subject could be fully regulated by Executive order. If yvour commit 
tee, nevertheless, desires to make provision for legislation on this subject, we have 
the following comments and suggestions on the proposed bills. 

Subsection (Ce) (1).—Statutory recognition of the right of employees or their 
representatives to present grievances is unnecessary, in view of the existence 
of formal agency grievance procedures approved by the Commission under Execu- 
tive Order 98230. These procedures provide for the orderly presentation and 
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processing of employee grievances, and for representation of the employee by 
persons of his choosing at hearings and other stages of the proceedings. The 
punitive provisions also are unnecessary since agency heads now have full au 
thority to remove or otherwise discipline officers or employees who violate stat 
utes or regulations. Therefore, we recommend that the provisions of subsection 
(e) (1) be eliminated from the proposed legislation. The coverage provisions 
of subsection (e) (1) are repeated, by reference, in subsection (e) (2) and are 
discussed under that subsection. 

Subsection (e) (2)—eoverage and representation. The bills would provide for 
recognition of the rights of officers or representatives of national organizations 
representing a majority of the employees in specitied units. The Commission 
believes that recognition of the rights provided by subsection (e) (2) of the 
proposed legislation should be extended to all organizations of Federal em 
ployvees. Further, we believe that the Federal service, which generally is with 
out experience in formal labor relations, should not be required to observe the 
full range of industry practice, including majority representation and its at 
tendant complexity of election procedures, which has been developed through 
years of union-management experience in private enterprise. lor these reasons, 
we recommend that the basic coverage provisions of the proposed legislation 
extend equal rights to the representatives of all Federal employee organizations, 
without reference to the basis for designation of such representatives, 

While majority representation should not be imposed on a mandatory basis 
on all agencies, the proposed legislation should not eliminate recognition of 
majority representation in certain Government employment situations (notably 
the Tennessee Valley Authority) where such practice already is incorporated 
in union-management agreements, or prohibit or limit its development elsewhere 
in the Federal service in the future. Therefore, we are suggesting language in 
the legislation which would permit, but not require, current or future observance 
of majority representation at the discretion of the agency head. 

tdministration.—The right of representatives of employee organizations to 
confer with administrative officers and to represent individual members, and the 
conditions governing such activity, should be expressed in regulations promul- 
vated by the head of each department and agency. In this way, agencies could 
establish orderly and mutually understood procedures for consultation with em- 
ployee organization representatives, To insure timely implementation of the basic 
provisions of the legislation we recommend that the language provide for promul 
gation of such reculations within a definite time period, 

Vembership solicitation and collection of dues.—TVo accord with prevailing 
practice in private industry, we recommend that the proposed legislation provide 
for the solicitation of membership and collection of fees or dues by representatives 
of employee organizations, but specify that such activity may be carried on only 
outside of regular working hours 

Attached is a suggested draft of language which might be substituted for H. R. 
Dod. and H.R. 571, incorporating the changes recommended herein. In addition, 
we suggest that the Central Intelligence Agency, because of the special problems 
of that organization, be exempted from the provisions of this bill 

I wish to emphasize my previous statement that no legishitive action is required 
The Commission has been informed that the Bureau of the Budget has no objec 
tions to the submission of this report. 

by direction of the Cotiunission 

Sincerely yours, 
RoreErr LAMSPECK, Chairman 


Enelosure S050 


| bill—proposed substitute language for S. 408 and S. 565 


ie) (1) Within six months after the effective date of this act, the head of 
each department and agency shall, after giving officers or representatives of 
employee organizations having members in. such department or ageney an op 
portunity to present their views, promulgate regulations recognizing the right of 
such officers or representatives, without intimidation, coercion, interference, or 
reprisal, to confer with officers designated by the head of the department or 
agency, under the conditions specified in such regulations, on matters of policy 
affecting working conditions, safety, in-service training, labor-mnanagement coop 
eration, methods of adjusting grievances, appeals, granting of leave, promotions, 
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demotions, rates of pay, and reduction in force; and when authorized by a mem- 
ber to represent the member in connection with such matters. Such regulations 
shall recognize the right of officers or representatives of employee organizations 
to solicit membership and collect fees or dues outside of regular working hours. 

(2) The provisions of this act shall not affect agreements or practices in op- 
eration on or before the effective date of this act, or established after its enact- 
ment, insofar as such agreements or practices recognize officers or representa- 
tives of employee organizations designated by a majority of employees in a given 
organizational unit or occupational classification as representing all employees 
in that unit or classification. 





TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, March 7, 1952. 
Hon, Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of Febru- 
ary 14, 1952, requesting a statement of the Treasury Department's views on 
H. R. 554, a bill to amend section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912, as amended, 
with respect to the recognition of organizations of postal and Federal employees. 

The proposed legislation would amend section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912 
(5 U.S. C. 652) by adding a new subsection relating to the recognition of national 
organizations to represent Federal employees before a department or agency. 
Specifically, the proposed legislation would give the right to officers or repre- 
sentatives of national organizations, representing a majority of employees of a 
department or a subdivision of a department, to present grievances in behalf of 
their members.. It would also require administrative officers to confer with such 
representatives on matters of policy affecting working conditions, safety, in- 
service training, labor-management cooperation, methods in adjusting grievances, 
appeals, granting of leave, promotions, demotions, rates of pay, and reduction 
in force. The bill would further require administrative officers to recognize the 
right of such representatives of national organizations to solicit membership, 
collect fees or dues, or carry on any other lawful activity. Furthermore, it 
would prohibit any restraint, coercion, interference, intimidation, or reprisal 
on the part of administrative officials and any such violation might subject the 
officials to suspension or removal or other punitive action. 

The Treasury [Department now recognizes the right of employees to join 
unions. The departmental policy has been publicized as follows : 

“Every employee of the Department has the right either to join or to refrain 
from joining any lawful organization or association of employees. The exercise 
of this right is entirely voluntary on the part of each employee, and in no way 
affects his official status.” 

It has also long been the policy of the Department to permit employees pre- 
senting grievances to be represented by a person of their own choosing, including 
officers or representatives of national organizations, other unions or employee 
groups. Administrative officials of the Department frequently confer with union 
representatives on various matters affecting employees, including those enumer- 
ated in the proposed legislation. The Department does not permit the solicita- 
tion of membership or the collection of fees or dues on Government space during 
office hours but certain privilges are granted to union representatives, such as 
the use of Government space for meetings and the distribution of literature at 
hours that will not interfere with the work of the Department. 

The bill would give the right of recognition to officers or representatives of 
national organizations representing a majority of the employees of the agency 
or subdivision. But it does not provide machinery for determining what organi- 
zation would have a majority of employees among its members. In the past it 
has been contrary to the policy of this Department to request any information 
from organizations as to the number of members that it might have or the 
total number of employees of the Department that they represent. Practically 
all national unions have members in the Treasury Department. This includes 
various crafts of the American Federation of Labor; the CIO; American Federa- 
tion of Government Employees; National Federation of Federai Employees; the 
National Customs Association ; National Association of Employees of Collectors of 
Internal Revenue and thers. There is also a substantial number of employees 
who are not affiliated with any organization. In this Department it would not 
be possible to determine what organization represents a majority of employees 
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unless the legislation also provided machinery for elections. Under existing 
policy the Department does not need to know whether a national organization 
represents a majority because officers or representatives of any employee organi- 
zation are permitted to present grievances in behalf of its members, without 
regard to the size of its membership among employees of the Department. 

Paragraph (2) of the proposed new subsection would grant no benefits to 
employee organizations that are not enjoyed by them under the Department's 
present policy except as noted hereafter. Certain matters controlled by law. 
such as rates of pay and reduction-in-force regulations, have not been considered 
proper items of conferences because administrative officers of the Departinent 
could do nothing about them, except matters relating to Wage Board adjustments 
or appeals under the Classification Act. In these and all other matters affecting 
employees, requests have always been granted when officers or representatives of 
employee organizations wish to meet to confer upon them. As stated above, the 
Department does not permit the solicitation of membership or the collection of 
dues during office hours and it is believed that the granting of such a right 
would be inconsistent with the best interest of the Government and with the 
eflicient functioning of Government operations. 

Management in a Government department is concerned with matters relating 
to and affecting all employees, regardless of their membership in a union, and 
many Treasury employees who have seen fit not to join a union are equally 
entitled to fair consideration by management on all matters relating to their 
official welfare. In presenting complaints or grievances or in appeals on person 
nel actions every employee has the right to choose his own representative, who 
may be a union representative, a fellow employee or an attorney. 

In view of the administrative difficulties inherent in the proposed legislation, 
and since it would not give to employees any real benefits that they do not now 
have, the Department does not feel that the proposed legislation is necessary and, 
therefore, recommends against its enactment. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no 
objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
E. H. FO.ey, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury 


—_—————— 


Post Orrick D®PARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C.. February 25, 1952 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
Hlouse of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dean Mk. CHAIRMAN: I have your letter of February 16, with which you trans 
mitted a copy of H.R. 554 and H. R. 571, identical bills, and state that a hearing 
has been scheduled for February 28 at 10 a. m., by a subcommittee to which these 
bills have been referred, and ask that if possible 1 appear personally to give the 
coumnittee the benetit of my views with regard thereto. 

I have been requested to appear before the Appropriations Committee of the 
Senate on February 28 at 10 a. m., and probably will be requested to return for 
a continuation of the hearing on the following day. It will, therefore, be im- 
possible for me to appear personally before your subcommittee considering these 
two bills. 

The report was submitted on these two bills under date of December 6, 1951, 
in which adverse recommendation was made. Similar proposed legislation has 
been under consideration over the years, and several years ago former President 
Roosevelt called some of the leaders for a conference at which time he stated 
that there could be no collective bargaining on the part of Government employees. 
He advised them that the Congress fixes the salaries, the hours of employment, 
leave privileges, and annuities through the retirement law. He stated further 
that, therefore, there could be no collective bargaining on the particular matters 
which were fixed by legislation. This is not true as to employees in outside 
industry as they must bargain with the employers concerning salaries, leave 
privileges, hours of employment, and all matters relating to pensions. Therefore, 
there is necessity for collective bargaining and labor-management boards in 
outside industry. 

Since Congress legislates on so many of these matters for Government em 
ployees there is necessity only for a method of handling grievances with refer- 
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ence to working conditions, seniority rules, assignments, ete., and the Post 
Office Department has provided detailed instructions relating to the presentation 
of grievances under an orderly procedure where any employee can present his 
grievance. He can start at the lowest level and carry the matter to a hearing 
before the Postmaster General, if necessary. We have had very little difficulty 
in handling grievances under this procedure. 

I am designating Mr. Clinton 8. Uttley, Executive Director, Bureau of Post 
Otlice Operations, to appear before the subcommittee to answer any questions 
in which the members of the subcommittee may be interested. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. M. DoNALDsSon, 
Postmaster General. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICF, 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., March 13. 1952. 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views of 
the Department of Justice concerning the committee print, dated March 12, 1952, 
of H. R. 554, a bill to amend section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912, as amended, 
with respect to the recognition of organizations of postal and Federal employees, 

This committee print of A. R. 554 would amend section 6 of the act of August 
24, 1912, as amended (5 U.S. C. 652), so as to add thereto a subsection to be des- 
ignated “(e).” The new subsection would provide : 

(e) Within six months after the effective date of this Act, the head of each 
department and agency shall, after giving officers or representatives of em- 
ployee organizations having members in such department or agency an op- 
portunity to present their views, promulgate regulations specifying the 
conditions under which employees may, without intimidation, coercion, 
interference, or reprisal, confer with officers designated by the head of the 
department or agency on matters of policy affecting working conditions, 
safety, in-service training, labor-management cooperation, methods of ad- 
justing grievances, appeals, granting of leave, promotions, demotions, rates of 
pay, and reduction in force. Such regulations shall recognize the right of 
officers or representatives of employee organizations to solicit membership 
and collect fees or dues outside of regular working hours. This s) bsection 
shall not apply to the Central Intelligence Agency or the Federal Burean 
of Investigation. 

It woud seem that the primary purposes of the measure are to require all de- 
partments and agencies, with the exception of the Central Intelligence Agency and 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, to establish procedures for the presentation 
of employee grievances and suggestions on matters of policy relating to personnel 
problems, and affirmatively to provide a statutory right for employee organiza- 
tions to participate in the formulation of such procedures. In this latter regard, 
the subsection would thus constitute a further recognition of the position of em- 
ployee organizations in Government, and is in accord with modern personnel 
practice. 

Whether or not this measure should be enacted presents a question of legislative 
policy concerning which the Department of Justice prefers not to make any 
comment. However, the following observations may be of interest and of some 
assistance to the committee. 

The proposed subsection contains certain ambiguities which it may be well to 
resolve. For example, the question is raised as to whether it is intended that 
its application be limited to the executive branch of the Government and, further, 
whether it is intended that it apply to agencies of the District of Columbia govern- 
ment. Likewise, the question is left open as to whether the solicitation of mem 
bership and the collection of fees or dues which are authorized may be performed 
on Government property. 

The committee may also wish to consider whether the proposed subsection 
should be amended so as to require that employee organizations benefiting from 
its provisions shall not be “affiliated with any outside organization imposing an 


obligation or duty * * * to engage in any strike, or proposing to assist 
* * * in any strike, against the United States.” Such a limitation is 
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contained in subsection (¢) of section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912, as amended. 

There is also raised for the consideration of the committee the question of 
whether it would be preferable to provide for the establishment of basic 
regulations to serve as a guide to departments and agencies in the promulgation 
of their respective regulations. Such an approach would result in more uni- 
formity among the agencies, which would appear to be desirable. 

In view of the urgency of the committee’s request, it has not been possible 
to submit this report to the Bureau of the Budget for advice as to the relationship 
of the legislation to the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 
A. Devirr VANECH, 
Deputy Attorney General 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C... Mareh 18, 1952 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Murray: Reference is made to your letter of February 19 request 
ing a report on H. R. 554, a bill to amend section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912, as 
amended, with respect to the recognition of organizations of postal and Federal 
employees. 

This Department gives wholehearted endorsement to the objectives of this 
measure. 

For the information of the committee, there is attached a document setting 
forth the Department’s general labor relations policy. This document indicates 
that it has been the policy of the Department to give employee organizations the 
rights which the proposed measure would afford. Therefore, legislation which 
embodies the principles set forth in the general labor relations policy of this 
Department would have our support. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub 
mission of this report to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior 
Enclosure. 


UNrrep STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE TN TERTOR, 
Washington 25, D.C., January 26, 1948 
Memorandum : 
To: Heads of all bureaus and offices. 
From: Mr. Osear L, Chapman, Under Secretary. 
Subject: General Labor Eelations Policy for Ungraded Employees of the De 
partment of the Interior. 

The attached policy memorandum is issued for the guidance of all bureans, 
administrations, agencies, corporations, establishments, and undertakings of the 
Department, in those situations where ungraded employees show a desire, 
through accredited labor organizations, to cooperate in the determination of 
wage rates and labor standards and in furthering the public purposes of the 
activity which employs them. 

In varying degrees the policy and procedures outlined in the attached memo- 
randum are already being observed by some of the agencies of the Department. 
Where this is the case, it will be necessary for the heads of such agencies to 
examine their own situations in the light of the new departmental policy, and, 
by appropriate action, bring their specific policies and procedures into line with 
the provisions of the Department's policy. 

It will also be appropriate and desirable for the head of each burean and 
office to give the fullest possible publicity to the Department's new labor relations 
policy, so that all concerned, the officers and supervisors of the Department as 
well as the employees and the officers of their labor organizations, will become 
thoroughiy acquainted with the Departinent’s new policy. 

Oscar L. CHAPMAN, Lvder Seerctaru 

Attachment. 
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POLICY MEMORANDUM COVERING GENERAL LABOR RELATIONS PoLicy FOR UNGRADED 
EMPLOYEES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Reason for memorandum.—Employees in the public service are relying in 
increasing numbers on the organized labor movement to advance their welfare 
as wage earners. This is especially true of those public employees who occupy 
so-called ungraded positions, the rates of pay of which are usually established 
either by administrative action or wage boards. Such employees are recruited 
for the public service from the ranks of workers in private industry whose wage 
rates, hours, and working conditions are generally determined by the processes 
of collective bargaining. 

The ungraded employees of the Department of the Interior engaged particularly 
in coustruction, operating, and maintenance activities have given evidence of this 
tendency. Through labor organizations with which they have identified them- 
selves, they have, in one way or another, shown increasing interest in the deter- 
inination of their rates of pay and the conditions under which they work. From 
time to time requests have been filed with administrators of the Department 
designed to give labor organizations a definite place in the procedures for making 
these determinations, and in a few undertakings of the Department labor organi- 
zations have already been given such a place. 

Because of this situation, plus the fact that results beneficial to employees, 
management, and the public are realized when public employees acting through 
responsible labor organizations are enabled to participate in the orderly deter- 
mination of rates of pay, regulation of hours and working rules, and to cooperate 
with management in achieving the public purpose for which the agencies employ- 
ing them have been established, it has been deemed advisable to issue this memo- 
randum of labor policy and procedure for the information and guidance of the 
Department's administrators and employees, as well as the latter's labor organi- 
zations and spokesmen. 

Specifically, this policy memorandum specifies the circumstances under which, 
and lays down the terms and conditions in keeping with which, an administrator 
or manager of a given bureau, administration, agency, corporation, establishment, 
or undertaking of the Department may recognize and treat with labor organiza- 
tions as accredited representatives of ungraded employees to (1) establish the 
principles and procedures for the determination of fair and reasonable labor 
standards, (2) settle promptly all differences between employees and manage- 
ment, and (3) develop systematic labor-management cooperation for mutual 
benefit and good service to the public. 

In the application of this policy, the fact must always be borne in mind that 
the Department of the Interior and its bureaus, administrations, agencies, cor- 
porations, establishments, and undertakings are all agencies of the Government of 
the United States dedicated to the accomplishment of certain public purposes, all 
as provided in various acts of Congress and orders of the President of the United 
States. The duties and responsibilities for realizing these public purposes are 
vested by these laws and orders in Federal officials and employees who must, 
therefore, comply with and conform to such laws and orders at all times. As a 
consequence, such laws and orders are always paramount to this policy and its 
procedures and to the terms of any schedules, agreements, or understandings 
that may be negotiated in keeping with its provisions. 

Nothing in this memorandum of labor policy for the ungraded employees of the 
Department shall be construed as affecting, in any way, the relations of the clas- 
sified employees to the Department's officers, administrators, managers, and super- 
visors. 

Right of employees to organize.—For the purposes of this policy memorandum, 
the ungraded employees of the Department of the Interior; i. e., those not subject 
to the Classification Act of 1923 whose status as full-fledged employees of the 
Department is clearly established, shall have the right to form or join organiza- 
tions and designate representatives of their own choosing, providing they do not 
join organizations which advocate the overthrow of the United States Govern- 
ment by force or violence or which assert that employees in the service of the 
United States Government may strike. This is not to be construed as limiting the 
right of ungraded employees to organize for other lawful purposes. 

Interference with right to organize prohibited.—In the exercise of the right to 
form or join organizations for the purposes of this policy, employees shall be 
free from any and all restraint, interference, or coercion on the part of depart- 
mental officers, administrators, managers, and supervisors, and members of the 
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management and the supervisory staffs of the Department are hereby prohibited 
from exercising any such restraint, interference, or coercion, Furthermore, 
membership on the part of any employee in an organization which is entitled to 
represent employees for the purposes of this policy will in no wise be discouraged 
by anyone acting in an official or supervisory capacity with the Department or its 
agencies, 

Merit and efficiency basis for all appointments.—Where appointments to agen- 
cies of the Department are not now subject to the Civil Service Act, such ap- 
pointments will be made strictly on the basis of merit and efficiency precisely as 
if they were subject to this act. Neither will race, creed, color, religion, or 
political belief or affiliation, except as required by law, be considered when mak- 
ing such appointments or when promoting, demoting, transferring, or retaining 
or terminating the services of ungraded employees. Nor shall any ungraded em- 
ployee or anyone seeking employment in an ungraded position, whether subject 
to the provisions of the Civil Service Act or not, be required to join or refrain 
from joining any organization entitled to represent employees as a condition of 
promotion, demotion, transfer, retention, or termination of service. 

Appropriate unit for employee representation purposcs.—The majority of the 
ungraded employees by class, craft, administrative division, subdivision, or other 
appropriate employment unit of any bureau, administration, agency, corporation, 
establishment, or undertaking of the Department shall have the right to designate 
the organization which will represent all such employees for the purposes of 
this policy. Organizations so designated shall be regarded as the accredited 
representative for all of the employees concerned, provided, however, that no 
written agreement establishing procedures for determining rates of pay, regula- 
tions of hours, working rules, and the adjustment of differences or methods for 
promoting such joint activities as employee training, accident prevention, and 
labor-management cooperation, or schedules stipulating pay rates, working 
rules, and regulations governing hours of employment, may be promulgated 
without first granting individual employees affected thereby, or representatives 
of minority groups of such employees, a hearing, if requested, to present views 
or make arguments concerning the terms of such agreements or schedules prior 
to their promu!gation. 

Nothing in this paragraph is to be construed, in situations where a majority 
of employees by appropriate units have not designated an accredited representa- 
tive, as denying individual employees or organizations of employees designated 
by less than a majority of the employees of an appropriate representation unit 
the opportunity of being consulted by or conferring with administrators or man- 
agers or their subordinate officers on any matters of interest or concern to such 
employees, 

Adjustment of disputes involving employee representation.—Disputes among 
employees as to which organization shall be regarded as their accredited repre- 
sentative for the purposes of this policy may, if-the parties thereto so desire, be 
referred to the chief administrative officer among whose employees the dispute 
has arisen, and such officer shall use his good offices to help adjust the dispute 
by whatever means the parties can agree upon, including the taking of a secret 
ballot among the employees involved. If, however, the parties to such disputes 
do not desire such help from the chief administrative officer, either party is free 
to invoke the services of the Secretary of the Interior who shall have the dispute 
investigated by some qualified person, persons, or agency whom he may designate, 
and such investigator or investigators shall certify to the parties the organization 
designated by a majority of the employees concerned as their representative. In 
the conduct of such investigations the usual principles, practices, and precedents 
for the resolution of representation disputes among employees as generally rec- 
ognized by public labor relations boards in the adjustment of labor-representation 
disputes shall be observed. 

Circumstances under which statements of labor policy and procedure may be 
promulgated.—When a substantial number of ungraded employees of any bureau, 
administration, agency, corporation, establishment, or undertaking or of any 
administrative division, subdivision, or project of such bureau, administration, 
agency, corporation, establishment, or undertaking of the Department give evi- 
dence of membership in and reliance upon a labor organization to protect and 
advance their interests as wage earners, it will be proper and desirable for the 
chief administrative officer or manager concerned, after consultation with the 
officers of the labor organizations of the employees concerned, to promulgate a 
statement of labor policy and procedure applying specifically to such bureau, 
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administration, agency, corporation, establishment, or undertaking in keeping 
with the terms of which statement schedules establishing rates of pay, regula- 
tions of hours and working conditions of such employees may be negotiated, dis- 
putes adjusted, and measures to promote labor-management cooperation adopted. 

In the event, however, that the employees of such bureaus, administrations, 
agencies, Corporations, establishments, undertakings, or administrative divisions 
or subdivisions thereof have already designated labor organizations to represent 
them, and these organizations, in turn, have organized a council of organizations, 
Which council is anthorized and prepared to speak for all of the employees 
concerned, and, in addition, suggests to the administrative officer or manager the 
desirability of negotiating a statement of labor policy and procedure, such officer 
or manager may enter negotiations with such council for purposes of agreeing 
upon and jointly promulgating a statement of labor policy and procedure in keep- 
ing with the terms of which, thereafter, appropriate schedules establishing rates 
of pay, hours regulations and working conditions may be negotiated, disputes 
adjusted and measures to promote labor-management cooperation adopted. 

In the formulation and promulgation of specific statements of labor policy and 
procedure, due consideration shall be given to the size of the administrative 
unit and the total number of ungraded employees to whom such statement will 
apply. That is to say, the administrative unit issuing the statements should 
not be too small or restricted in its activities nor should the employees of the 
unit be too scattered in their places of employment. Since the size of the ad- 
ministrative unit concerned is a factor in determining whether specific state- 
ments of labor policy and procedure should be formulated, the chief executive 
officer of the bureau, administration, ageney, corporation, establishment or under- 
taking of the Department having general jurisdiction over such unit will deter- 
imine the feasibility of formulating a specific labor policy statement for such 
unit. 

Statements of labor policy and procedure, prior to their promulgation, shall 
be approved by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Terms and conditions essential to all specific statements of labor poliey and 
procedure.—Indvidnal statements of labor policy and procedure, whether pro- 
mulgated on the basis of consultations with employees’ organizations or as a 
result of negotiation and agreement with such organizations, in addition to 
incorporating the relevant features of this order, shall also make provision to 
the end that (a) notice of conference desired by one party to negotiate the terms 
of schedules governing rates of pay, regulations of hours and working rules 
ov to adjust differences be filed with and acknowledged by the other party 
and dates set for holding such conferences; (4%) means be provided for the 
finding of facts, especially for consideration, in connection with the determina- 
tion of rates of pay and working rules: (¢) disputes which cannot be adjusted 
in direct conferences be made subject to mediation: (d@) appropriate mediatory 
services be created for this purpose; (¢) questions which cannot be settled in 
mediation may be arbitrated, if the parties to such questions agree; and (f) 
Ineans be provided to establish appropriate machinery for arbitration, provided, 
however, it is understood and so stipulated by the parties to arbitration agree- 
ments that all arbitration awards other than those involving claims or grievances 
of individual employees, before becoming effective, must be submitted to the 
Secretary of the Interior who, if he finds such awards not to be in the public 
interest or contrary to law, shall remand them to the arbitrators making such 
awards for reconsideration. Expenses of mediation or arbitration shall be 
borne jointly by the agency and the organization or organizations representing 
the employees concerned. 

Right to strike or cngage in similar concerted action not implicd.—Every state- 
ment of policy and procedure applying speci%cally to a bureau, administration, 
agency, corporation, establishment or undertaking of the Department shall stipu- 
late that the willingness on the part of the Department's officers, administrators, 
managers and supervisors to treat with labor organizations as accredited repre- 
sentatives of departmental employees does not imply that the employees covered 
by such statements acquire any rights collectively to cease work or withdraw 
from the service or otherwise interfere by concerted action in any way at any 
time with the accomplishment of the public purposes for which the activity em- 
ploying them has been established. 

Provision for systematic cmployec-management cooperation.Sypecitie state- 
ments of labor policy and procedure, in addition to the foregoing, shall make pro- 
vision for systematic cooperation between the employees, the organizations repre- 
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senting them and the management of the activity concerned. Joint Cooperative 
committees shall be set up for this purpose which shall give consideration to such 
matters as the elimination of waste in operation and maintenance, the conserva- 
tion of materials, supplies, time, power and energy, the improvement in quality 
of workmanship and services, the promotion of education and training, the re- 
cruiting of new employees, the reduction in labor turn-over, the correction of 
conditions making for grievances, misunderstandings, and dissatisfaction, the 
safeguarding of health, the prevention of injuries to employees and patrons, the 
provision of better employee housing and living conditions, the betterment of 
working conditions, the stabilization of employment, the general strengthening of 
the morale of the service, and the systematic encouragement of courtesy in all 
relations of the employees and the activity with the public; but such committees 
shall not consider or act upon disputes or matters relating to grievances or to 
rates of pay and the other terms of schedules. 

Agreed-to labor standards to be promulgated as schedules.—Specific rates of 
pay, regulations of hours and working rules as they apply to Various classes, 
crafts or units of employment by departmental activity determined in keeping 
with the terms of any specific statement of labor policy and procedure duly pro- 
mulgated in keeping with the provision of this memorandum entitled “Terms and 
Conditions Essential to All Specific Statements of Labor Policy and Procedure” 
shall be incorporated in writtea schedules which shall be signed by the chief 
administrative officer or manager concerned and the appropriate officer or officers 
of the accredited organizations in behalf of all the employees represented by such 
organizations, and shall become effective upon approval by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

Administrative committees to handle conferences with acercdited employce 
representatives.—Administrators or managers, when engaged in the process of 
formulating statements of labor policy and procedure, either in consultations or 
by negotiations with accredited organizations of employees, or when engaged in 
the negotiation of new or the amendment of existing schedules, will find it de- 
sirable to create committees of three or more officers selected with regard to their 
knowledge and understanding of prevailing work and labor conditions, especially 
in their respective environments as well as for their recognized judgment and 
fairness in labor matters generally. 

Approved January 16, 1948. 

J. A. Krug, Sccretary of the Interior 


CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., June 20, 1950. 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Ciril Service, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DreaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I have been informed that your committee contemplates 
hearings on H. R. 3702, a bill to amend section 6 of the act of August 24, 1912, 
as amended, with respect to the recognition of organizations of postal and 
Federal employees. It is my further understanding that this bill will be con- 
sidered in an expanded form to include all employees of the executive branch 
of the Government. For reasons.set forth below, it is requested that ‘the Central 
Intelligence Agency be specifically exempted from the provisions of this bill. 

T-wish to state that our request for exemption is in no way based on any 
antiunion beliefs in this agency. On the contrary, our administrative instruc- 
tions specifically provide that our employees have the right to join any organiza- 
tions or association of employees, the policies of which are not in confliet with 
their oath of office. Our instructions further provide that, in exercising this 
right our employees will be free from any and all restraint, interference, or 
coercion on the part of administrative or supervisory personnel. 

It should be pointed out that the Central Intelligence Agency was established 
to coordinate the foreign intelligence activiites of the United States. The agency 
has no police or law-enforcement powers, or internal-security functions. 

The nature of an intelligence organization, the need for its complete objectivity, 
and the security considerations essential to its operations, are self-evident, I 
am sure the committee will appreciate the problems which might be created by 
the proposed legislation. 
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In the light of the above, and in view of the nature of the work of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, I respectfully request that your committee exempt us from 
the provisions of H. R. 3702. This request has the approval of the Bureau of the 
Budget, and they have no objection to its presentation to the Congress. 

Sincerely, 





R. H. HILLENKOETTER, 
Rear Admiral, USN, 
Director of Central Intelligence. 

Mr. Karsten. The committee is going to go into executive session 
at this time, and I must ask our guests to leave. 

We appreciate their coming to the hearing this morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:20 a. m. March 6, 1952, the hearing was ad- 
journed, and the committee proceeded into executive session. ) 
x 













